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1 N T R O D U C T I O N. 

AFTER the view that has beeqi 
gircn of the rife and progrcfs of the 
doftrine pf the trinity^ which fprung 
from the abfardity and myftcry of Pla- 
tonifm, and terminated in a myftcry fl:ill 
more unintelligible and abfurd^ in which 
every thing that is (imple and excellent in 
chriftianity was wholly /wallowed up and 
toft, and ^ poly theifm little better than that 
Vox. III. 'B pS 
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of the heathens took its place (for the wor- 

.. . I . . . . * . 

fliip of Chrift led to that of the virgin 
Mary, and a thoufand other perfons, called 
faints) it is with peculiar fatisfadlion that 
I proceed to give an account of the doc- 
trine of the divirte unity ^ or the Hiftory of 
JJnitarianifm. 

If I had not givea what I imagine will 
appear to be a fatisfaftory account of the 
rife of chrijlian idolatry^ it might have ap- 
peared a very extraordinary and unaccount- 
able thing > confidering that the Jev\rs, from 
whom the chriftians fprung, were all zealous 
unitarians in the time of our Saviour, and 
that they have continued fuch to this day. 
It even appears to have been the great ob- 
je£t of the Jewifh religion, as contained 
in the books of Mofes,^ to preferve in the 
world the knowledge and worfhip of the 
one true God, notwithftanding the univer- 
fal , tendency to poly theifm among all na- 
tions, in the early ages. 

The do6trine of one great omniprefent 
being, the maker, and the immediate go- 
vernor of all things, was too great and 
fubHme^ I do. not only fay, to have been^/i/^ 

covered 



Unitarian DoSlrine. 3 

covered by mankind, but even to be r^- 
talned by any of them, after it was revealed, 
vrithout particular provifions for that; pur- 
pofe. Though, I have no doubt, but that 
the firft parents of the human race were 
inftrufted in the knowledge of the divine 
unity, their pofterity foon adopted the no- 
tion of diflferent gods, to whonx they ima- - 
gined the govei^nment of tlie world was 
delegated i and their attention to thefe in- 
ferior deities, on whom they thought that 
they more immediately depended, with- 
drew their attention, as it naturally would, 
from the fupreme God, under whom they 
at fir ft fuppofed that thefe leffer gods had 
afted. Then, being left to their own 
imaginations with refpedt to the charaSlers , 
of thefe gods, and having no models by 
which to frame them befides beings like 
themfelves, they prefently conceived them 
to be of very different difpofitions, fome 
of them cruel and bafe, and others lewd; 
and of courfe delighting in cruel, bafe, and 
lewd, adlions. To procure the favour, or 
to avert the difpleafure, of thefe gods, they 

B z would. 
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would, therefore, pradice many abomi- 
nable^ horrid, and atrodous rites. 

The religious ceremonies, and the general 
character sand practice of the heathen world, 
abundantly prove, that idolatry was not a 
mere fpeculative miftake, a thing only 
foolifh and abfurd, but of a very ferious and 
alarming nature ; and that it was therefore 
nothing that could be called jealoufy in- the 
true God, to take fuch extraordinary mea- 
fures as the hiftory of revelation reprefents 
him to have taken, in order to cure man- 
kind of their pronenefs to idolatrous wor- 
fhip. It was a part which it became the 
ixipreme God, the benevolent parent of all 
his offspring, to take, and what a regard 
to their own happinefs required. The 
mifchief was of fo alarming a nature, that 
the greateft feveruies were neceflary, and 
therefore proper ^ to be employed for this 
purpofe; and they muft know nothing of 
the nature and tendency of the ancient ido- 
latry, who find any thing to cenfure in the 
feverity with which the Ifraelites were or- 
dered to aft, with a view to the extirpation 

of 
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of it from among themfelves, or the nations 
inhabiting thp <Jift"A that was deftined 
for thcra. 

It is not poffible to imagine any in- 
0ru<5lLonS9 or regulations, ' n>ore proper to 
effedt the extirpation of idolatry, and to 
guard the people from, it, than the laws 
of Mofes, interpreted by his repeated and 
carneft remonflrances on the fubje<3^ with 
refped: to the Ifraelites. Let the reader 
only perufe the book of Deuteronomy, and 
then form his judgment. Awd yet, fo fe? 
ducing were the idolatrous cuftoms of thofe 
times, that their whole hiftory fhews how 
prone the Jews always were to abandon 
their own purer religion, and more iimple 
rites, though, to appearance, fufficiently 
fplendid, and having little of aufterity in 
them. For they had only one faft day in 
the whole year, and three great feftivals. 

But the intention of the Divine Being, 
was equally anfwered by the obedience or 
the difobedience of that people; and after 
a feries of difcipline, they returned from 
the captivity of Babylon, with a new heart 

B 3 and 
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an J a mw/pirity in this rcfpcd. For they 
never difcovered the leaft pronene(s to ido- 
latry afterwards ; but, on the contrary^ 
always ihewed the mod fcrupulous dread 
and jealoufy on this fubjed. Nay, to a xie- 
gled of their religion, there fucceeded the 
moft fuperftitious attention to the fmalleft 
pundilios relating to it. 
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CHAPTER I. 

• ^bat the yews in all Ages were Believers in the 

Divine Unity.. 

TT is impoffibk to read the facrdd books / 
of thp Jews (with minds freed from the 
Arongeft prejudices) without perceiving that 
the doftrine of the divine unity is moft ri- j 
goroufly inculcated in them* It is the uni- 
form language of thofe books, that one God, 
without any affiftanty either equal or fub- 
ordinate to himfelf, made the worjd, and all 
things in it, and that this one God contL- 
Hues to dired: all the affairs of men. 

This is fo evident from the bare infpeo- 
tion of the books, and the well known 
principles of the Jews in our Saviour's time, 
that even the chriftian Fathers, defirous as 
they were to find advocates for their doc- 
trine of the trinity, and preffing even Pla- 
tonifm into the fervice, could not but allow 
it. They ranfacked every part oi the Old 

B 4 Teftament, 
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Tcftamcnt, as we have fccn, for proofs, or 
intimations, of the dodrine of the trinity^ 
or of the divinity of Chrift; but, though they 
imagined they found many fuch, yet they 
always acknowledged that the do6lrine«. 
were delivered fo obfcurely, that the bulH 
of the Jewiih nation had not perceived theau 
They thought^ indeed^ that Mofes him- 
felf, and the prophets, were acquainted with 
thefe dodrines i but that there were good 
reafons why they did not endeavout: to make 
them inteliigil)le to the reft of their coun- 
trymen ; partly, left it ihould have hindered 
the operation of their religion to divert 
them from idolatry, and partly, becaufe the 
dodrines were too fublimc; to be commu- 
nicated at fo early a period, and before men'« 
minds were properly prepared for them. 
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Chap* I. in the Dhine Unity. 



SECTION I. 

The FaSl acknowledged by the Chrijlian 

Fathers. 

A S thcfc conceffions arc of confiderablc 
confequcnce to my argument, I fliall 
produce a number of them, from the ear- 
licft chriftian writers to a pretty late period, 
to fliew that it was the uniform perfuafion 
of all thofe who were the grcateft friends 
to the doftrine of the trinity. 

I fhall begin with Juftin Martyr, the firft 
who advanced the doftrine of the perfoni- 
fication of the logos. What the Jews 
thought of their Mcffiah in his time, ap- 
pears very clearly from a paflage in his dia- 
logue with Trypho, which will be pro- 
duced hereafter. In the mean time, I ihall 
give his opinion with rcfpedl to the doc- 
trine of the Jews in general on the fubjedt. 
** The Jews," he fays, ^' thinking it was 
M the Father of all who fpake to Mofe^, 
?f ^hen it was the Son of God, who is 

'' alfo 
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*^ alfo called an angel, and an apoftle, arc 
'* juftly cenfurcd by the Spirit of God, and 
*' by Chrift, as not knowing either him or 
*• his Father */• 

Clemens Alexandrinus confidered the 
dodlrine of the ceconomy (or that of the 
incarnation of the logos) to be the doftrine 
of the perfeSl^ alluded to by Paul in his 
cpiftle to ,the Coloffians, where he fpeaks 
of their hting filled with the knowledge of his 
willy and of the myfiery which was hid from 
ages and generations ^ but now madis manifeji 
to the faints, '* fo that there are other myf- 
** tcries/' he fays, *^ which were hid till 
'* the times of the apoftles, and delivered 
** by them as they received them from the 
^* JLiordf/' In another paffage he fpeaks 

* lii^cuoi av fiyvKTCcaevoi asi rov 'sroclBfa rm o>mv Xs^«Xn*£vai ra 

avis T8 xfira, ag tile tov 'mcSs^a^ Sb tov vm syvao'^* Apol. r. 
p. 94. 

"t* To fium^tov TO aTTOfcBKpu/jifMEvov a^ro T«v atwo$v )^ avo rarv y«- 
rE»v, wv Bfca/s^oAn roig ayioig ouIh , oig r^hn^Bv ^Bog yvapacu^ rt 
TO 'si>cil@' TYi; Sb|)jj T8 fjujfyigia thIs bv rotg b^bo'iv . are cOO^a fjLsv rot 
fiuTn^ta Ta a'KOfUH^vfAfASva axfi rav. avoroX^^ )y utt aiHav 'srofoib' 
Sii'lflt as aito m xugia 'SJo^€i?^<paatif» Strom, lib, 5. p. 576. 

of 
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of this oBConomy as what chriftiaris only 
were acquaintecl with** 

Tertullian had the fame ideas., ^' I 
'* adore/' fays he, '* the fulnefs of the 
^ fcriptures," meaning thofe of the Old 
Teftament, *' which manifeft the maker and 
^* the things made ; but in the gofpcl I 
find the minifter, or the pcrfon by whom 
it was Imadc, and the judge, viz. the word 
of the maker f . '' " 1 1 is the faith of the 
Jews fo to believe in one God, as not td 
acknowledge the Son, or the Spirit. — 
What is the jdiiFerence between us and 
them, but this ? What need is there of 
the gofpel, which is the fubftance of the 
New Teftament (faying, that the law and 
the prophets nvere until John) if from that 
period the Father, Son, and Spirit, being 
three, are not believed to make one God. 

* H/x»( ta-fiEf 01 7r9 oaumyuLOv t« $£« xcOanvonfiolii. Ad 

Gentes, Opera, p. 40. , 

f Igitur in principio deus fecit coelum et terrain. Adoro' 
fcripturae plenitudinem, quae mihi et hStorem manifeftat 
et fada* In evangelio vero amplius et miniflrum atque 
arbitrum refloris invenio fennonem. Ad Hcrm. fefi. 22- 
Ppera, p. 24 1» 

" So 
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** So God would renew his covenant, that, 
" in a new manner, he (hould be believed 
** in, together with the Son, and his Spirit 5 
** that God may be known in his proper 
^^ names and perfons *." 

^ The Jews," fays Hippolytus, ** ho- 
'* noured the Father, but they did not give 
♦* thanks; for they knew not the Sonf.'* ' 

Origen alfo fays, •* the Jews were hot 
•' acquainted with the incarnation of the 
•* only begotten Son of God J." 

Eufebius'ipeaks of the chriftians as dif- 
fering fron^ the Hebrews, in that the latter 

P Judaicae fidci ifta res, fic unum deum credere, ut filium 
a^humerare ei noliS| et poft filium fpiritum. Quid enim 
crit inter nos et lllos, nifi diffcrentia Ifta ? Quod opus 
cvangelii, qu£ «ft fubfiantia novi teftamenti, fiatuens legem 
et prophetas uique ad Joaaaem, fi non exinde pater et filitts 
et fpiritus, tres crediti, unum deum llftunt ? Sic deu9 
voluit novare facramentum, ut nove unus crederetur per 
iilium et fpiritum, ut coram jam deus in fuis propriis nor 
minibus et perfonis cognofceretur, qui et retro per filium 
et fpiritum praedicatus non intelligebatur. Ad Praxeam, 
feflb. 30. Opera, p. 518. ' 

UKi7reyvfii(Tcxv. In Noetum, feft. 14. Opera, p. 16. 

X Deerat enim illis in trinitate etiam de unigeniti incar- 
natione cognofcere, Opera, vol, i. p. 290. 

did 
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did not acknowledge the divinity of Chrift*. 
He coniidered the do£fcrine of the. divinity 
of Chrifl: as peculiar to chriftians, and dif** . 
tinguifhing them from Jews. *' If any 
** Jew/' fays he, *' be afked, whether God 
** has a logos^ he will fay, certainly. Every 
** Jew will fay> that he has one, or more of 
^^ them ; botif he be afked whether he has 
" a Son^ he will not acknowledge it+." 

Cyril of Jerufalem fays, '* In this refped: 
** our doiftrine is more fublime than that of 
** the JewSj in that they acknowledge 0(ic 
•* God the Father, but do not admit that he 
/* is the Father of our Lord Jcfus Chrift, 
** in which they contradidl their own pro- 
•* phets^ who fay, in the fcriptures, The 
** Lord /aid unto me^ thou art my Son^ this 
'^ day have I begotten theeX.'' CyriLof 

* MuTe rmf S«oWa (jwo§ayleg aul>i. Demonftratio, lib. 4. 

cap. I. p. 144. 

hSaiog «y, airag . « 3s^ xj vicv sx,bi • hk 3 av nfM^^yyvtcrstw^ efwTuSsf . 
Contra Marcellam, lib. i. p. 4. 

% Tcalk yotp av tosv hiiaifdv avale^ f^omfASf . 01 pL£» ya^ tt9a\ 
t9a Seov ^Koiifa Halot^iX"^^ '^^^S ^yyuxxn — to & )^ *aak^a mat rn 
Ku^in yifAov huTH x^trn^ rtilov a naagahxcvlokf roig oomtoig 'sr^c^iHoug 

% ivailta 
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Alexandria alfo fays, " the Jews believed 
^' that there was a God who was before all 
** things, and after him the creatures, but 
** nothing intermediate between them*/- 

Bafil ranks the unitarians with Jews. 
*' If any one,'' fays he, '* fuppofc the Father^ 
«* Son, and Holy Spirit to be onc^ one Being 
*' under different names, and that they arc 
*' but one hypoftafis, under three denomina- 
** tions, we rank him with the Jews f/' 

** The Hebrews," fays Leontius, *' have 
^^ only one hypoftafis, or perfon, and one 
** nature of God ; plainly admitting no tri- 
•* nity, nor faying that God is Father, Son^ 
*' or Spirit, except that they call God Father,^ 
" as the father of all men. They prove this 
*' one hypoftafis from the words of Mofes : 

ivoLvlia ^^ov^JlBg^ ci fouri^ ev rai; Beiaig yfafaig^ wfio^ eitts w^Of /*e, 
vu; fjt^a « try, Eya ayifAs^ov yeyEwma as. Cat. 7. p. I Q 2.* 

* Intellexerunt enim in his quae credita funt, deum quu 
dem cffe ante omnia, ct poft ilium creaturam, interme- 
dium autem aliiid omnino nihil. De Trinitate, lib, 3. 
Opera, vol. 2. p. 398. 

t E/^JJ Tov aulovtsalspa T^syn^ yj wor, k ocyiov isveuf/ia * z-, £v ^payfix 

iK^uvufitvYjiv * rev foiiflcv y]/Jini £v tu fiepiS^- rav la^ccisfiv n:affffciJisv* 
FpiiL 73. vol. 3^ p. 123. 

• *^* Hear, 
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•* Hear, O Ifrael, the Lord thy God is one 

^^Lard^r 

Laftly, Theophylaft fays, •^ in the Old 

** Teftament God was known to the Jews 
** only, but not as Father -, he was after- 
'* wards revealed by the gofpel to all the 
*« world with the Son f ." 

This is a feries of teftimony, fufficiently 
extcnfive for my purpofe, as it clearly (hows ' 
what was the general opinion among chfif- 
tians concerning the ancient faith of the 
Jews ; and it is uncontradifkcd by any other 
evidence whatever. Some writers of yef- 
terday have maintained, that the Jews al- 
ways believed in a trinity, and that they 

* Igitur Hebraei unam dicunt hypaftafln (five perfonam) 
junamque naturam dei ^ nullam plane trinitatem admit- 
tentes, ac neque patrem, neque filitinii neque fpiritunv 
fanfium dicemes : nifi forte fie deum, inquiunt, adpelle- 
mas^^rem ; ut qui omnium fit hominum pater. Unam 
ex eo probant efle hypoftafin dei, quia Mofes dixerit : 
audi Ifraelitica natio, dominus deus tuus, dominus unus^ 
eft. De SgSHs. Bib. Pat. Ajpp. p. 1849. 

i* £< yog Hcuiv m ma}iCtta tyvwo^ o^X Is^atoii fMwig * uat «3f 

vaaniffAilu ruum. In Rom. Opera, Vol. 2» p. 4* 

1 expedted 
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expedcd that their Mefliah would be the 
fecond perfon in that trinity; but the 
chriftian Fathers,, who fay jttft the con- 
trary, were as much interefted as any men 
could be> in finding that doftrine among 
the Jews, and they were nearer the fource 
of information. 

It was, indeed, imagined, as I have ob- 
fervcd, that Mofes and the prophets were 
themfelves acquainted with the myftery of 
the trinity ; but that they thought it was 
not a proper time to make a full difcovery 
of that doftrine for the fatisfadlion of the 
body of the Jews. Eufebius fays, that 
** Ifaiah knew that there was a God in 
^* God*" *^ The prophets,*' fays Chry- 
foftom, " who foretold concerning Chrift, 
** concealed their treafure in obfcurc 
" words ^f- ;'* which implies that, in his 
opinion, they knew it themfelves. ** Adam," 
feys Epiphanius, ^* being a prophet, knew 

* Haouag 'srpo^ojv fAsyiT®' ffafug oth Stov tv Ssu mou* De* 
monftratio, lib. 5. cap. 4. p. 225. 

ixgv^v ro¥ Swoi/fov. De Sigillis, Opera, vol. 6. p. 169. 

2 ^' the 
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^^ the Father, Son, and Spirit, and knew 
'^ that the Father fpake to the Son, when he 
*' faid, Let us make man */' 

Pope Gregory likewife reprefents the 
people of the Jews as ignorant of the trinity, 
though the prophets might teach it -f-. 

Lib* I. p. 6. 

f Ipfa enim del cogniiio quae apud illam in fpiritalibus 
patribus fuit, nota omni Haebracoriim populo non fuit. 
Nam omnipotentem deum, fanftam videlicet trinitatem 
cum prophetae praedicarent, populus ignorabat : folum de- 
calogum tenebat in fide, legem trinitatis nefciens. Super 
Ezekiel, Horn. i6. Opera, vol. 2. p. 83. F 
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SECTION II. 

Of the Reajons why^ according to the Chriftian 
Fathers^ the DoBrine of the Trinity was 
not dif covered to the Jews. 

A S the ignorance of the Jews, concerning 
the dodtrine of the trinity, was an ob- 
jedtion to the truth of it, which the chrif- 
tian Fathers, who defended it, could not be 
quite eafy under, and they were often urged 
with it, as we fhall fee, by the unitarians ; 
it may be amufing to know more particular- 
ly in what manner they accounted for the 

faa. 

That there fhould be a gradual revelation 
of fo great a myftery as that of the trinity, 
the Fathers thought to be an argument of 
great wifdom on the divine difpenfations, 
as they vvere by this means better adapted to 
the different ftates of the world. 

Chryfoftom reprefents Mofes as faying, 
*' that the world was made by God, and not 
^* by Chrift, as accommodating himfelf to 
*' the ftupidity of his hearers. Paul him- 
" felf/' he fays, '* was contented to teach 
" the fame dodtrine at Athens. But he af- 

** tcrwards 
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'' tefvvards held a different language in the 
** cpiftle to the Coloflians ; and fays, that 
*' God in Chrijl created all things that are in 
*' heaven and in earth. And John, the fon 
" of Thunder, cried, faying, All things were 
^* made by him^ and without him was not 
** any thing made that was made. But not fb 
** Mofes; and juftly, becaufe it would not 
^ have been proper to give thofe meat who 
" had need to be fed with milk *." 

** As Mofes," fays Cyril of Alexandria, 
^* was flow of fpeech, fo the law of Mofea 
^* was flow to explain the reafon of it, and 
'• to open the theology of the holy trinity-]-." 

x^ nsT^ootfjuoi^ roi^ tffaxt^^poi^ la^iGi; Swt^^yo/^ev®", oTrayE xj oll^jyX®-, 
sv rn x^p^i nviHU ioctmjIy] ij zm^oai^ yeyove m xyipuyfjuzl®-^ fA£XKbi\f 
*roig ivA^nvMg SiaXEystrSai. aTTo tcov opufji,£vuv 'moieilou 'srpog aulag rnf 
ii^a(rfia>iav . ala >£ym ' o Seo; o TcomcoLci rav Hoa-fAov )y 'sravla ra cv 
da/70. Hyuta 'u^po; Ko>^oa(TMg ETTBrB?^^ fXTVcsliravlYiv spxofJt^VH rrv odovj 
0i>J^ eis^wj aulcig ^i»7\£yofjLevov xj ^£yov7®-, oil ev aulu £hJij% ra nssavJoQ 
Tcz £v Toif apavQig^ xj ra btti rrv; yvig, rcc opaia, xj ra aopala^ tile ^povot^ 
s^sKUpiohJe^i eils apXM, £t7e e^Hcriai^ t« 'csavla SiaJIov Kj £i; aulov en* 
li<T^ ' t^ IcoawYig Jc TYig Ppovlvig utog^ eQoa >^ym ' 'mavia 3i avlou syevHoy 
xj x«r>(5 ai/T« EyevBTO ovh sv, «m' Ji%^o Mcouo-yi; arag* ziKorag* sik 
yap nv £w\oyov iroig bti yaXxKTorpo^Bia^at hofASvoig rspsag /LtEToJavcw 
rpc^g. In Gal. i. Opera, vol. 2. p. 13. 

-f- Sicut Mofcs erat tardioris linguae, ita etiam lex Mo- 
faica eft tardioris linguae ad explicandam ejus quod eft 
rationem, et aperiendam fanclae trinitatis theologiam. CoU 
kdania. Opera, vol. i. p. 1036. 

C 2 ** Obferve," 
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'' Obfervc," fays Job the monk, •* the 
*' vvifdom of divine providence, that to the an- 
** cients the Father appeared fuperior; in the 
" new, the Son appeared in fome places to be 
'* inferior to the father, but in many equal 
** to him ; the holy fpirit in many in- 
** ferior, but in fome equal ; that v/hat is 
** unequal in human apprehenfion, might be 
^* brought to a perfect equality*." Ac- 
cording to this writer therefore, the doc- 
trine of the divinity of the fpirit was not 
fully revealed even in the time of the apof* 
tles, but was referved for a later period.— 
However, Epiphanius thought that the di- 
vinity of Chrift was taught by the pro- 
phets, though not that of the Spirit. " One 
** God," fays he, '* was chiefly preached by 
** Mofes, a duality by the prophets, and a 
*' trinity by the evangelills -, this being 
** fuited to a more advanced ftate of know- 

X Kai <Twmu mg ^ta^yov 'a^ovoax^ rov 'sjavo'opov rs j^ a^ewn 
iuyov* isaty\p i&OKti roi; inof^ai to (jlei^gv lyjLw : o woj & rsoChiv Kotrra 
mv yzav mcig fisv to O^rlovy roig nso>^ig ob to ictov • to Je arfio9 
'sneviJUtTOig "ssoT^i; fj.Ev to £?^t?ov, oT^yoig h to icrov. iva av to ocnaot 
TO aTto TYig Twv av^puTTuv vTTcM'i^^^ £*? KTQTYiTa STTovax^' Phot. 
Bib. S. 222. p. 623. 

" ledge/' 
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** ledge*." He fays the fame thing in his 
Ancoratus, Sedt. 73. Opera, voL 2. jp. 78. 

The reafon that is generally given by the 
Fathers why the Jews were not inftrufted 
in the docftrine of the trinity is, left it 
fhould afford them a pretence for relapfing 
into polytheifm ; and certainly there was 
great danger of its operating in that man- 
ner. ** The multitude of the Jews," fays 
Eufebius, '^ were in ignorance of this hid- 
** den myftery, when they were taught to 
«* believe in one God only, on account of 
** their being frequently drawn into idola- 
** try; they did not know that he was the 
•^ Father of the only begotten Son. This 
*'- myftery was rcferyed for the Gentile 
** church, ouf of fpecial favour to them \^^ 

Jlpofmrau; O'foS'pa mpucrasTM. Tpiag & ev EucxByre>^ioig ^«ve/?8Tr?«j 
'BT^ewy Kara xaipar^ai yzvtcxg xpfM^aa-aTca SiiwKW, eig yymiy hcu nffirtv* 

H. 74. Opera, 'vol. i. p. 899. 

■ f To hTTT^^o^ TH la^Mtav B^o^g ev ayyoia srufxave ra xexpufifjievoii 
Tms.fMrnpLOUj.(^ev ^ovfjLSV £3i3a<rxrro eva sihvau^ 3ia to tyi 'sroXu^eo) 
^>a9fri aypE^; v^tmjpea^au . f^pcTzpa Je ovra tov ^eov viqv m fjLovoyB- 
voug rryvoU ' tsto ya^ efu^arlsro rn el eSvAJV EKHM<J'ia to (Aurt^iov^ 
xala 'rnif-^iatf&r^ ^pwaurnhia^Y^^ Contra Marcel, 

lib. I. cap,\20. p> 99. •> 

C 3 Gregory 
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Gregory Nazianzen, therefore, reprefent- 
ing the propriety of judaifm being aboli(hed 
by degrees, fays, '* the Father was preached 
** in the Old Teftament, and the Son ob- 
** fcurely ; in the New, the Son clearly, and 
** the fpirit obfcurely, he revealing himfelf 
'* more clearly to us. For it was not fafc 
** to preach the divinity of the Son clearly, 
*^ while that of the Father was not under- 
** flood, nor that of the Spirit, while that 
** of the Son was not received, left tgo great 
** a burden fliould be laid upon us, or left 
** we Ihould be dazzled with too much 
♦Might, &c*/' . And Chryfoftom farther 
obferves, that ** the precept, Hear^ O Ifrae/, 
** the Lord thy God is one Lordj was not 
'* given till after the fin of the golden calff;" 

i/iov ofiviporepov, B^avs^toasv ri xaiwi tov vtov^ mreisiie T3t 'vnvfjiarog 
mv ^eomra^ s/jLTTohiTtvelau vw to rnvtufia^ Caferifcaf ii/u¥ voftxw 
rrjv tauTH itfNiMTiv • « yap vpf offfoikEg, fjorrra rns "'"farorfoj Ssottw^ 
OfW^oyw^ficnif, rev viov cxSVi?^; mpvilta^ou • /lwjSe thj t» uiov vapa* 
jHX^fi^njf, '^0 'ssvtvijux. TO ayw, w «^ft» ri ^ roT^poltpiv iTn^oft^t^- 
J&fiW. fivi Mod^aTEp Tpo({m tu vtte^ iuvafjuv papY&Eylsg, mm rHeue» ^tfii 
ca^polspoov ell ^^ocrQoCKoUti tw (H^tv, uau ftf to HcSa iuvofuv nwiwtutm&u 

Or. 37. Opera, p. 608, 609. 

+ 07c yowf ETfou^aav tov /jloo-^qw^ x^ to y%u7/hf VfotmomMw^ 
toIe YMOMtrcof * xi/fiof deo^ ^ir wf 10$ n; fny Ser* 94- Openii 

TOI. 5. p. 350. 

I at 
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as if it had not been the intention of pro- 
vidence to give them any fuch precept, if 
they had not previoufly fliewn a difpofition 
to abtife more perfedl inftru&ion. 

Job the monk, of whofe^writings we have 
a particular account in Photius, comparing 
the great revolutions in the ftate of religion 
to earthquakes, fays, ** As the firil earth- 
** quake had cured the w^orld of idolatry, 
** by contrary remedies, but concealed th« 
** difference of hypoftafes ; fo in the laft 
^* times, the Jewifh opinion of oiie perfon 
^* having gained ftrength in time, arui by 
** the law, ^hd having deftroyed idolatry ; 
** the Son then, in a manner worthy of 
** God, and friendly to man, took flefti, and 
•* revealed the myftery of the trinity by de- 
" grees/* He likewife fays, ** the Saviour 
** very wifely fpake lowly of himfelf, and 
** withheld the beams of his divinity, and 
*^ prepared to let it fhine forth in works *." 

• Kfiu xtfStfTgf o^fe^lof ffua-fJLQi J^io. Tmivetvjttay Iao'aIo rd 
fo(JL» }^ Xfofft) Hfetlvv^sio'nf, J^ 'S'i^tihHO'i/ii to f^ffohv6^oPf o 

WIO^ TflNKAvla. ^e0XpgTfi>^ T€ J^ ^tkAy^^a^Cii KAt ffAfHet KAyt.' 
CdLVlip KCU T0 Tflf Tflfll/o^ KAJa [JLiKfOV AVAKA^V^^tl (JLVTI/lflOl^ 

<C4 tiTAyu 
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It was cuftomary, as we fhall fee, to 're--: 
prefeht the dod:rine of the trinity as fonic-r 
thing fublimeyZiid of difficult apprehenfion 5 
and therefore fit for perfons qf ripe under-r 
Handing, and deep refledtion; of which 
on that account, even the chriftian§ of the 
firft ages were allowed to be ignorant, ancl 
the common people in general, till a much 
later period. It was natural, therefore, to 
^Ijcdge this, alfo, as another reafon why 
the Jews, living in the infapt age of the 
world, fhould not have this fuJDlime and 
difficult leflbn taught them. ** The Jews,'* 
fays Eufebius, " were not taught the doc- 
, ** trine of the trinity, on account of their 
*^ infant ftate *.'' Bafil gives the fame ac-^ 
count-f-, . Cyril of Alexandria, fays, ** The 

itTTctyki J^2 T\i\oUf ai ^AVffo^ai o (raring tois (Jiiv ^Yfiy.ctatv rrct^ 

TSlVoKoyHTOf KCLI Ti]V T«f '3-50T«T0J CvV^^if^iV etuyilff, T0/< €^ 

Kii icwf t/TTScrdcti TW^ ^avroK§A7o^tM)( tPvvety.tas to a^/aixoLf 
Photii. Bib. feft, 222. p. 619. • - 

* Keti Tct vH'Tici^oyTi icov la^etiav Ma. Ec. Theol. Jib. 
2* cap. i8> p. 130. 

roi^ u^cLyofjLivors in }y vmrion kata rnv yvaaiv ftviinTn:* 
^tiov* Bafily vol* !• p. 6. 

" dodtrine 
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*^ doftrine of the trinity was taught in 
^' types only, and not clearly. For what 
** reafon ? Becaufe the light of divine 
^^ vifion is npt eafily aeceffible to thofewJi^ 
** are but lately called to the knowledge 
•^ of the truth, ,and have not their minds 
f^ exercifed to thofe {peculations*." \^ 

Our Saviour faid that divorces had been 
allowed to the Jews on account of thef 
hardnefs of their hearts. This alfo is given 
as a reafon by Eufebius, why the Jews were 
not taught the dodlrine of the trinity -f-. 

J^icL/73-otAv cttji^v ; on Toii ct{\t }LiKKY\iJ.%ypi^ m ifjriyva^iv. 
et^nd-iicLi )^ isjc ivlf>iCn Tdii ecr auIvi ^ia>^n[JLsL(Ti rtty S'iavqIclv 
i^rao'iy^ AT^offflov tffw^ iivat S'oK^t }y istv aKtid-6)^, to (pco^ t*»< 
^torrjicLi, Contra Jul. lib. i. Juliani, Opera, vol.- 2. p. 19, j 

t Or/ ^pcf T«y cncM^oKAfJ^iAv m UJ^aivv Kah. Ec. Theoh 
lib. 2. cap. 20. p« 134* 
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SECTION m. 

The Sentiments of the Jews^ as exprejfed by 
tbemfelves^ on the SubjeSi. 



H 



AVING feen what the chriftlan Fa^ 
thers fay in general of the ignorance of 
the Jews concerning the doilrine of the 
. trinity, let us fee what the Jews themfelves 
have faid on the fubjedl, as far as we are 
able to colled: it, either from the writings 
of the chriftian Fathers, or their own. 

As the chriftian Fathers found the doc- 
trine of the trinity obfcurely hinted at in the 
Old Teftament, and particularly in the ac- 
count of the creation, in which God is repre- 
fented as faying. Let us make man^ we may 
wifli to know what the Jews replied, when 
they were urged with this argument ; and it 
is remarkable, that their anfwer was in general 
the fame with that of the unitarian in the 
Clementines^ in reply to Simon, who had urged 
that very circumftancc, as a proof that there 
were more gods than one. However, there 
is a variety in the anfwers given by the 
Jews to this queftioD> but all of them fuf- 

ficicntly 
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ficiently natural, and not improper. Thco- 
doret fays, ** the Jews fay that when God 
•• faid let us make man^ he ufed the kingly 
** ftyle*;'' and this feems to be the moft 
natural interpretation. But according to 
Tertullian, the Jews faid that God addreflcd 
himfelf to the angels. ** Did he fpcak to 
** angels, when he faid, let us make man, as 
" the Jews fay, who do not acknowledge 
** the Son ; or, as if he himfelf was Father, 
^^ Son, and Spirit, did he, fay they, mak^ 
** himfelf more; than one, and fpeak in the 
** plural number t." This alfo is the an- 
fwer which Bafil reports, ** The Jews fay 
*^ God fpake to the angels, when he faid, 
•* let us make man^' addreffing himfelf to an 
unitarian, who he faid was **"a Jew pre- 
« tending to be a chriftianj." Cyril of 

• In Gen. xix. Opera, vol. i. p. 15. 

f Aut numqwid angelis loquebatur, ut Judxi interpre* 
tantur, quia nee ipfi filium agnofcunt j an quia ipfe erat 
pater, filius et fpiritus, ideo pluralem fe praeftans, pluraliter 
fibrloquebatur. Ad Praxeam, fefi. 12. p. 506. 

J Ax«6 ;^ cru g)t t»k r2tf< xctlAjofJ^it^, Toy litJ^ttto'fjLop -ypttf"- 

i}//97ef<tK. Horn. 8. Opera, vol. x. p. lo;. 

Jerufalem 
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Jerufiilem fays, that the Jews acknowledged 
only one God the Father *. 

, We may form a vpry good judgment of 
the fentiments of the Jews on this fubjedt, 
from the account of a folemn conference be- * 
tween Gregentius, a chriflian bifliop, and* 
Herbanus, a learned Jew, in the prefence; 
of; ^n Arabian prmce, in the fifth cen- 
tury. As it is the only work of the kind- 
that remains . of fo early an age, I fhall * 
quote feveral extrafts from, it, to fhew how> 
the Jews of that age felt and reafoncd. 

^:The Jew exprefles his dread of idolatry- 
in very ftrong terms. ** The prophet 
** Mofej," he fays, " if you read the penta- 
^\ teuch, pronounces a dreadful curfe upon 
** the children of Ifrael, from God, the an- 
** gels, and faints, calling in all the eler 
** ments under heaven, if we fliould ever 
*' receive any other god befidc the God of 
*• our Fathers. Why then fhould you make 
** any words on the fubjedt; for God hin^- 
" felf by the prophets ftridtly orders us,. 

• Ol TO (JLIV ttVAi IV A ^t09 oraTifA K<fJCtH')(Jiv\eU TOK 

J\oy[/A(ri* Cat. 7.. p. 102. 

'' faying, 
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*•* faying, there fhall be no other god inf 
** thee, nor flialt thou worfhip a ftrange 
*' god ', I am the Lord thy God, who 
** brought thee out of the land of Egypt. 
*« What think you of this *?'* ^ 

*' It is grievous to vat to defert the God 
** of the law, whom you acknowledge to 
be a true god, and to worfhip a younger 
god, not knowing whence he fprung-f-.'* 
*' Whence do you derive your faith in 
** the Father, Son, and Spirit,^ and intro- 
** duce three ftrange gods :};." " Where 
** did any prophet foretel that Chrift was 
*' to be God man^ as you fay||/' ** Why 

%%7A^m TiQltKiV flfJLlF TO/f VtOi( tff^tlK, Cf.TO dSK ?^ Tm ety^ 

yihccf, }y Tuv etytai'f ^m iy i^avJcL to, ^oiy^itcx, 7ct vtt h^clvov 
ya.^ $tai KVftoi '^icf ca, o etvuyctyav ffi s/c rvif ym AtyvT* 

7K • Tl tsV S'OHil ffOi 'Zrf OV TeVJTet. P. 36. 

ViC'j7ifC!),'zioQiy i'7rwdL')^^iV7i tK nJ'^f, Ibid, p. 115, 
j^ «/<rf 5fS75 Hi TO (Xitroy Tf 2/f ^i\si d^AojcoTsff, Ibid. p. 6. 
vf/ffif, a;' T^Q'Kov h%Ka.Kmf^^u Ibid. p. 1 12, 

" did 
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** did not God order Mofcs and the pro-» 
** phcts to believe in the Father, Son, and 
'* Holy Spirit, but yourfelves only, who 
** have lately difcovered it, as you pre- 
^' tend*/' 

** How do you call your Chrift God, if 
** my God has chofen him. Sec. He cannot 
•* be a god, of w^hom you acknowledge it 
** is faid in the prophet, / have made tkee 
** Jirong. How can you call him your God 
** and Saviour, who, as the prophet witnef-.. 
** fes, can do nothing without my God+ ?'" 

Laftly, having quoted the words of the. 
prophet, ** / have heard thee in an acceptable 
^* time^ I have formed thee ^'' he fays, ** How 
^* dare you then make him equal to him - 
•'that formed him:};?" 

riviiv iU "TfetiifA '^ vtoy KXi etyiov ^vivi/.etj ol\\* » fjicyotf 

Vfyil' liXTl T»70 %^iV^})KO(TlV, 6fi V^tti ^Of^g. GrCgCDt, p. 7. 

f Kflti g/ Miai ^X'h '^®'*' ^' Tf oT« TOP yji^ov cv ^lov vpo* 
ffetyofiviify ip a-d-iof ifJLC^ S^SAfc^ctto, KOjt nyet'rw%. Kill 7dL 
ffiK ; K>t»K kK i^i^ios. A^ xzyiii, ort pctcrxsi •zrspi tft/T« //« 
^» 'jypocwTv, oil lyo yA2 tiui o ii'lffy^v(rcLf ^s • ircii J^i Kttt 

T€/«t /WrtfTl/j6/, AViV T\S gU« ^gK 'VfAT\uV 7/ « S^WATCUl Ibid* 
p. III. 

Ibid. p. I CI. 

** The 
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*« The doftrine of the trinity," fays the 
Rabbi Ifaac, in his Munimen FiJei, . " as 
** held by learned chriftians, refts on the 
" flighteft evidence,* and is contrary to the 
** dodrine of the prophets, the law, and 
*' right reafon, and even to the writings of ^ 
"the New Teftament. For the divine 
** law gives its fandlion to the' unity of 
** God, and removes all plurality from 
**him*." This writer fhews, in many 
places, that the do<3:rine of the trinity is 
not taught ia the New Teftament. See p. 
397- 4-03- 418, &c. 

The contempt which the. author of a 
Jewifti treatife, entitled, Nizzacbon Vetus^ 
exprefles for the chriftian dodtrine of God 
being confined in the womb of woman, is 
peculiarly ftrong-f-. As to thofe who faid 

* Accedit his, quod dogma de trinitate falfutn eft, tt a 
qu'fbufdam eruditis Nazarenorum, rebus leviffimis, fine ullo 
vero prophedco fundamento recens fuperftruftum, quodque 
legidivinae, verbis prophetarum,humanae rationi, di^tifque 
plurimis fcriptorum novi teflamenti repugnat. Quippe lex 
divina comprobat del unitatem, omnemque. pluralitatem ab 
CO fegregat. p. 1 1 3. 

f Quomodo igitur ifte deus cffe poffet, qui foeminannfc 
plenum immunditiis ventrem habentem, iogrefius eft ? Et 

quern 
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that Mary was not rendered unclean by the 
birth of Jefus, he fays the contrary is evi- 
dent, from the offering that fhe brought 
for her purification*. 

Having it^ri what the chriftians, both 
unitarians and trinitarians, and alfo what 
the Jews, thought of the doftrine of the 
Old Teftament concerning God, it may be 
fome farther fatisfadlion to know in what 
manner the heathens decided in this cafe. 
We have the opinion of the emperor Julian 
on this fubjedl, and it is decifively in fa- 
vour of the Jews, and the unitarian chrif* 
tians. He fays, *' Mofes not only once, or 
*' twice, or three times, but many times 

quem toties mater illius, novem gravidi^atis menfibus, eo 
detulit, quo fatura itabat ? Quiquc tempore nativitatis 
editus eft inquinatus, et fordens, involutus fecundinis, et 
abominabilis fanguine partus ac profluvii. Nizzachon. 
Vetus, p. 7. 

* Quod fi dicat adverfarius: non inquinatus fuit intra 
vifcera ejus. Nam, cum in Maria muliebris confuetudo 
•defeciffct, intravit earn fpiritus, exivitqne fine dolore, et 
fine fanguinis forditie. Ad hsec refpondere licet : annon 
YDS fatemini earn obtulifle facrificium puerperarum, cujus 
immundities caufa erat ? Idem enim facrificium ofFere- 
bant Icprofus, hicmorj houfa^ ct puerpera, par turturum, 
aut duos pull js columbarum. Ibid. 

** commands 



C H A p . I * in the Divine Unity. 3 2 

" commands to worfhip only one God, 
** who. He fays, is over all. He mentions 
*' no other God, but only angek, and lords, 
*' and many gods," that is, the heathen 
gods. *' This great Being he made to be 
** the firft, but he made no fecond, like him, 
** or unlike him, as yoa have done. If you 
** can produce a fingle expreflion in Mofes 
*' to this purpofe, do it. That faying of 
^* his, A prophet Jhall the Lord your God 
^^ raife up unto youy of your brethren^ like 
** unto me^ hear him^ is not faid of the fon 
*' of Mary. But if this be granted to you, 
** he fays that he (hall be like to himfelf, 
*' and not to God, a prophet like himfelf, 
** of man, and not of God*." 

^isvpLOvov exim ti/jlov^ ov 3*1 J^ tm 'ffcxa-iv ovofia^siy $£ov 3f eU^ov sJa* 
fjtis^ ccTyEXs; h ovofAcxteiy %} xu^iag^ )^ fABvroi j^ ^eni/aXEiovag • iiat^shf 

xa^otTTs^ VfjLsig aTreiei^cur^e . « ?£ en 'ar« "^ctf vfAiv vTre^ riilm fjucc 
Mua'£ag ^rvng^ ravhiv ere ^lkmoi Ts^ocp^m. To ya^, 'js^o^vlkv ufjuy ~ 
av9.TyvTu Hv^iog o ^sog vfwv^ ex tuv aieT^uv V{a/j)v, ag epLS • av% ofui'* 
ff&T^t • na>Jsa fjiSfHsvHK et^ou wcf i t« yswuSev?©- w Ma^iag . « 3k 
Tig vyu/ft Hftfta a-vyx^^^^^^^ ^^^ 9^^^ ^^^ ofj&m yEvmrea^ai^ ^ a 
T« SfA) ' 's^fo^rh; aairs^ eaulcv^ y^. e^av^^amow^ oM* hk e«'Se». Cy- 
ril Contra J il. lib. 8;Juliaii, Opera, vol. 2. p. 253. 

Vol. in. D It 
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It has been feen that Philo perfonified 
the logos as much as-^he chriftian Fathers, 
and that they probably learnt of him the 
doctrine of a divine logos being the medium 
of all the communications of God to the 
patriarchs, and of this principle occafionally 
afluming a vifible form. But Philo had no 
idea that this dodtrine had any connexion 
with that of the Mcfliah, as he gives no 
hint that this was a character to be aiTumed 
by the logos ; nor does it appear that the 
Jews in any age had fuch an expectation ; 
though this has been pretended by Ibme 
modern chriftians. 

It is unqueftionable that, in our Saviour's 
time, the Jews expedted no other than a 
maa in the^ charafter of their MejSiah, 
Mary, the mother of Jefus, evidently ex- 
pccfted that the Meffiah was to be born in 
the ufual way, of two human parents. For 

4 

when the angel informed her that fhe fhould 
conceive and bear a fon, who fhould be 
called the fon of the higheji^ and to whom 
God would give the throne of his father 
David^ ihe replied^ Lukei. 34. How Jhall 

I Uhis 
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this bey feeing I know not a man. Our Sa- 
viour could not poflibly have puzzled the 
Jewiih doctors as he did, by afking them 
how David could call the Meffiah his lord, 
when he was his fon, or defcendant, on any 
other p'rinciple. For if they had thcm- 
felves been fully perfuaded that the Mefliah, 
though defcended from David, was the 
maker and God of David, a fatisfadtory 
anfwer to his queftion was very obvious, 
Origen reproaches Celfus for his ignorance, 
in not knowing that the Jews never believed 
that the Mefliah would be God, or the Son 
of God*. Facundus very properly fays, 
that *' Martha and Mary would never have 
** faid to Chrifl, if thou hadjl been here^ had 
" they thought him to be God omniprefent.'* 
This writer alfo fays, that the Jews always 
had expedted, and that, in his time, they 
did expert, a mere man for their Mefliah. 
** They did not know,'* he^ fays, ** that 
" Chrifl:,.the Son of God, was God; but 
** they thought that Chrifl: would be a mere 

* OvK oi&t fjLivToiyB. oil 8 ^ovH Ti la^MOi >Jiy)i(^i $£0V ovla rent 
%girov mlaSwi(r^ai^ n Sea uiw- Con. Celfum, Vih. 4. p. 162* 

Da " man, 



36 T^he Jews believed Book III. 

'*' man, which any one may perceive that 
** the Jews at this time alfo think*/' 

Many chriftians imagine, that the child 
called Immanuel by Ifaiah (chap. vii. 8.) 
muft be God, bccaufe the word fignifieSy 
'God ivith us. But the Jews underftood 
their fcriptures, and their own ideas with 
refpedl to giving names, too well to draw 
any fuch inference from this circumftance. 
■Eufebius fays, that, they allerted it was not 
even the Mefliah that was intended by Im- 
manuel, but only fome common clyld -f-. 

Bafnage, who ftudied the hiftory and 
opinions of the Jews more carefully, per- 
haps, than any other modern writer, and 
who has written largely on this very fub- 
jedl, though a trinitarian himfelf, has ex- 
ploded all the pretences of Cudworth, and 
others, to find the dodlrine of the trinity, 

• 

* Sed non proptcrea Chiiftum dei fil'mm, deum fcie- 

bant ; hominem autem purum arbitrati funt Chriflum 

Quod etiam nunc putantes Judaeos quilibet videbit. Lib, 
9. cap. iii. p. I jg, > 

(Tv^o'casvoieK'ZJs^iJofjLr.g. In Ef. cap. 9. Montfaucon's Col- 
leclio, vol. 2. p. 391. 

either 
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either among the ancient or the modern 
Jews. ** The chriftians and the Jews/'^ 
he fays, 'i* feparate at the fecond ftep in- 
** religion. Tor after having adored togc-- 
***ther one ,God, abfolutely perfect, they 
*^ find immediately after the abyfs of the 
** trinity, which entirely feparates them* 
*' The Jew confiders three perfons as three 
** Gods, and this tritheifm fhocks him. 
** The chriflian who believes the xmity of 
^* one God, thinks that the Father, the Son, 
*' and the Holy Spirit, fliould all be called 
** God, and have the fame worfliip. It is 
impoflible to reconcile opinions fo con- 
trary 






€t trir\r^^ 



* *' Les Chretiens s'ecartent des Juifs des le fecond pas 
'^ qu'ils font dans la religion. Car apres avoir adore en- 
'*^ femble un dieu,-fouverainement parfait, ils trouvent un 
*' moment apres Tabime de la trinite, qui les fepare, et les' 
** eloigne fouverainement. Le Juif regarde trdis perfon- 
** nes comme trois dieux, et ce tritheifme lui fait horreur., 
" Le Chretien, qui croit Tunite d'un Dieu, veut a meme 
" terns q'on donne ce titre au pere, au fils, au Saint Efprit, 
'^ et^q'on les adore. II eft impoffible de concilier des opi- 
*' nions fi contraires ; cependant il y a des theologiens 
" hardis, qui ont tente de le faire.'* Hift. des Juifs, lib. 4. 
cap. 3. fefl. I. 

D 3 This 
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This writer alfo fays, that *' the Jews^ 
** confider themfelves as bearing their tefti* 
*^* mony to the unity of God aniong all the 
** nations of the world*." How far the 
Jews of late years are from admitting the 
divinity of the Meffiah, we may judge from 
what Orobio faid in his controverfy with 
Limborch, viz. that, admitting what is ira- 
poflible, that the Meffiah whom they ex- 
pedl fhould teach that doftrine, he ought 
to be ftoned as a falfe prophet -f*. 

It has, however, been imagined by fome, 
that the Jews had a knowledge of the doc- 
trine of the trinity, that it fpread from them 
among the Gentiles, and that traces of it 
may be perceived in the myfleries of hea- 
then religions. But if this be the cafe, it 
is obvious to a£k, why are no traces of this 
dodrine to be found in the Jewiih fcrip- 
turcs, and the Jewifh worfhip ? Or, if the 

* *' Les temoins de Tunite de dieu dans toutes les na- 
** tions du monde." Hift. des Juifs, lib. 7. cap. 33. fe£l:.. 

f Dato impoffibili quod Meflias, quern expe£lamus, 
cam dodrinam [v. g. fe equalem effe deo] Ifraelem edo- 
ceret, jure foret, ut pfeudopropheta, lapidandus. Lim- 
berch's Arnica Collatio, p. ii i. 

Jews 
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Jews had once been in poffeflion of this 
knowledge, but had loft it in the time of 
our Saviour, why did not he, who reftified 
other abufes, redlify this, the moft impor^^ 
tant of them all. 

If an expectation of a Meifliah had been 
prevalent among the Gentiles, we (hould 
certainly perceive fome traces of it in their 
writings. It might have been expefted, 
both on account of the interefting nature, 
and the obfcurity of the fubjedt, that there 
would have been different opinions about 
it, that it would have been a common topic 
in their philofophical fchools, and that 
their hiftorians would have given fome ac- 
count of the origin of fuch anexpetSation. 

The fixth eclogue of Virgil may be al- 
ledged as a proof of fuch an expeftation, 
But I do not imagine that any pcrfon now 
thinks that Virgil himfelf ever expefted 
fuch a perfonage as he defcribes. The ufe 
that a poet might make of a vague report 
of a prophecy (brought probably from the 
eaft^ and ultimately from the Jewifli fcrip^ 
turcs) but ferioufly believed by no perfoi> 

D 4 that 
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that we know of, merely to embellifli a 
poem, is one thing ; but the adlual and uni- 
verfal expedtation of fuch aj)erfon, is ano- 
ther 



SECTION IV. 

Of the Jewijh JngelMzrATKo^, (3c. 

TN the third of Ben Mordecai's Letters, 
written by the late Rev. Mr. Taylor of 
Portfmouth, p. 72. I find the following ex- 
traordinary paragraph : ** Among the na- 
*' tio«s of the more modern Jews, we muft 
" alfo obferve, that the Cabbalifts believed 
*' El Shaddai to be the fame perfon as the 
** angel Metatron^ whom they fuppofed to 
^' be the inftrudor of Mofes, and the Mcf- 
*' fiah, i. e. as Dr. Allix exprefles it. Ho 
** was, according to the chriftian phrafe, 
** the logos before his incarnation, or^ ac- 
*' cording to the jewifh phrafe, the foul of 
** the Meffiah, whom they look upon as 
^* fomething between God and the angels, 

*^ whom 
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** whom nothing feparates from God/' 
Allix, p. 456 *. 
• '* Bifliop Pearfon, in proving, by feveral 
^' arguments, that Chrift is called Jehovah, 
'* fays, the Jews themfelves acknowledge 
** that Jehovah (hall be clearly known in the 
** days of the Mefliah, and not only fo,but 
*^ that it is the name which' doth properly 
•* belong to him, for the proof of which he 
*' quotes the book Sep her Ikkariin^ ii. 8. 
*^ The fcripture calleth the name of the Mejfias 
** "Jehovah our righteoufnefs, and Midralh 
<"' Tillim, on Pf xxi. God calleth the Mejias 

* Here Mr. Taylor inferts the following note in French, 
but I fhall give it in Englifh: Calmet, on the word Meta- 
tron^ fays, " The Hebrews give this name to the firft of 
*' the angels, him who conduced them in the wildemefs, 
. '^ and of whom it is faid, in Mofes, I Jhall fend my angel to 
*' g^ l>^foTe you. He afted towards the Ifraelites the part 
♦' of the officer whom the Romans Called Metator. He 
'* marked out the encampments, traced the form of them, 
" the dimenfions, extent, &c. He is thought to be the 
'* archangel Michael, who was at the head of the people 
'' in the wildernefs, that it was he who wreftled with Ja- 
«' cob, who is called the face of God, in Exod. xxxiv- 14, 
^^and who is the mediator between God and mian; that 
*^ he writes^ down good a6lion3, and keeps a regifter of 
*^them/' 
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^* by his own name^ and his name is Jehovah^ 
*' as it is J Ex. xv. 3. The Lord is a man of 
<« war^ Jehovah is his name. And it is writ- 
** ten of the Meflias, Jer. xxiii. 6. And this 
** is the name which they Jhall cajl himj Jeho'^ 
^^ vab our righteoufnefs. Thu^ Echa Rab- 
*' biti. Lam. i. 6. What is the name of the 
*^ Meflias ? Rabba faid, Jehovah is his 
•* name, as it is faid, Jer. xxiii. 6. The 
** fame he reports of Rabbi Levi ; and the 
** Bifhop concludes, that the Rabbins then 
** did acknowledge, that the name Jehovah 
«* did belong to the Meflias/' 

Confulting Dr. Allix's own work on the 
fubjeft, I find the following reference to 
authorities for what he advances : ^' See 
** Reuchlin, L. i. De Cabala, p. 651. where 
^* he proves Metatron to be the Meffiah 
.** from their writings ; or, in fhort, take 
** the confeflion of ManafTeh Ben Ifrael, 
*' Q:. 6. In Gen. f. 2.'' The former of 
thefe authors I have not, and in the 
latter I find no fuch paflage as Dr. Al- 
lix quotes. But as there is abundant 
evidence that the Jews in general, and 

ir? 
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in all ages, from the time of cur Savi- 
our to the preient, confidered their Meffiah 
as a mere man, and a proper defcendant of 
David, I own that I am difpofed to ex- 
amine, with fomc rigour, any pretended evi- 
dence to the contrary ; though the fpecula- 
tive opinions of fome of the Cabbalifts 
among th?m is a thing of little confequence, 
when they can be proved to be different 
from thofe that were entertained by the 

nation in general. 

What Calmet fays concerning the angel 
^Metatron in Ben Mordecai's note, has no re- 
lation to the Meffiah ; fo that the moft that I 
fliould be difpofed to infer from what the 
Jewifh Cabbalifts may have faid on the fub- 
je6t would be, that this Metraton was fome- 
thingfimilar to what Philo reprefents t\iQ logos 
as being, namely an e-fflux of the divinity^ but 
no teing, or p erf on, permanently diftinguifti- 
ed from him. And it is highly improba- 
ble, that any Jew fhould have fuppofed that 
their Meffiah, a man defcended from David, 
wpuld have no proper human foul, be- 
fides this Metatron, or logos^ fupplying the 
place of it ; though they might fuppofe the 

Meffiah 
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Mefliah to be diftinguiflied by the prefencc 
and influence of this divine efflux. 

The Jewifli Cabbalifts might eafily admit 
even that the Mefliah might be called ]Jeho^ 
vah^ without fuppofing that he was any 
thing more than a man, who had no exiflt 
ence before his birth. That it miifl have 
been the mere namey and not the nature of 
God, that the Jews fuppofed their Mefliah 
to partake of, is all that can be admitted ia 

the cafe. Several things in the fcriptures 
are called by the name of Jehovah, as Jeru- 
falem, in the paflFage above quoted, is called 
Jehovah our righteoujhefs -, but this never led 
* the Jews to fuppofe, that there were two 
Jehovahs, a greater and a lefs. Nothing 
can be more expreflly declared, than that 
there is but one Jehovah ; and in the paf- 
fages quoted by Bifliop Pearfon, there is no 
intimation of there being two Jehovahs ; fo 
that if the Mefliah be Jehovah, there mufl: 
have been no other Being above him, which 
Mr. Taykrr would not fuppofe. 

From reading the above quoted pafllage 
from Mr. Taylor, the reader would con- 
clude, that it was the univerfal opinion of 

the 
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the Jewifh Cabbalifts, if not of the Jews in 
general, that this great angel Metatron was 
the foul of the Meffiah. But this would be 
amiftake; for Beaufobre quotes fome of 
them, who faid, that the foul of the Mef- 
fiah was, the fame that had been the foul of 
Adam, and likewife that of David. The 
Cabbaliftic proof of this myftery, he fays, is 
the letter A in Adam, meaning Adam, the 
D David, and the M the Meffiah. Hlftoirc 
de Manichcifme, vol. 2. p. 492* So little 
dependence is there on the whimfical and 
uncertain notions of thefe Jewifh Cabbalifts. 
-However, when they are quoted, they ought 
to be quoted fairly. Mr. Taylor probably 
faw nothing of them, but what he found in 
Dr. Allix. 

Bafnage gives a large account of the 
Jewifh angel Metatron^ fhewfng that he is 
the fame with the angel Michael, concern- 
ing whom the Jews had many abfurd fan- 
cies. He particularly fhews, that the name 
of God being in this angel, means nothing 
more than that the letters of the words Me^ 
fatron, piloaQ, and thofe oiShadaty'^^'W, con- 
fidercd as numerals exprefs the fame num- 
ber 
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ber, viz. 314. lib. 4. cap. 19. vol. 3. 

P- 137- 

Many miftakes on this fubjedl have been 

occafioned by its being taken for granted, 
that what is faid of the logos may be applied, to 
the Meffiahj becaufe the generality of chrif- 
tians have fuppofed them to be fynonymous. 
Hut this was not the cafe with the Jews ; 
and there is a paiTage quoted by Bafnage, in 
his Hiftory of the Jews, L. IV. c, xxiv, f, 9, 
which fhews, that fome of their writers con- 
fidered them as quite diftindt from each 
other, *' Jonathan fays, that the Meffiah 
** and Mofes will appear at the end of the 
** world, the one in the defart, and the other 
*' at Rome, and that the word^ or the logos, 
*' will march between them.'* 

Till I fee much more evidence than I 
have yet met with (and I have not fparcd 
any pains to come at it) I cannot admit that 
any Jew ever fuppofed that their Meffiah 
either pre-exifted, or was, properly fpeak- 
ing, God. 

With refpedl to all thefe pretences to 
make the Jews favourable to the doftrine 
of the trinity, Mr. Bafnage fays, " They 

** cannot 
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** cannot be advanced without the authors 
*' of them deceiving themfelves. The 
*' Jews will never/' he fays, *' be con- 
** vinced by endeavouring to perfuade them 
** that they believe what they do not believe, 
*' and that they do not oppofe the dodtrine 
** of the trinity, which is the principal ob-» 

** jefl: of their blafphemies." 

He mentions a Jewiih writer, Jacob, the 

fon of Amram, who laughs at the pretenfions 
of chriftians to bring proofs of the trinity 
from the cabbala. ** The cabbalifts,'* fays 
he, ** under feveral of the letters conceal 
*' myfteries which the vulgar cannot dif- 
*^ cover, they only meaftt to teach the unity 
'* of God, and to explain his attributes, and 
** they were very ignorant who looked into 
•' their writings for the trinity*." 

* Mais peut-on avancer, cela fans vouloir fe tromper, 
puis que I'unite d'un dieu le dogme Capital de Juifs, et que 
la pluralite des perfonnes fait le plus grand obftade a leur 

converfion, On ne convaincra jamais les Juifs, lors 

qu'on 5*entetcira de leur perfuader qu'ls ont cru ce qu'ils 
ne croient pas, et qu'ils ne s'oppofent point au dogbie de 
la trinite, qui eft le principal objeA de leurs blafphemes; 
* ■ Jacob, fils d' Amram, dans un ouvrage manufcrit 
qu'il intitulq la porte de la verite, fe mocque des Chretiens 
qui tirent de la cabbale des preuves pour la trinity. Car, 

dit 
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How far Manafleh Ben Ifrael was from 
fuppoiing that there was any trinity in the 
divine nature, appears from the very feclion 
that Dr. .Allix has quoted, which contains 
his interpretation of Gen. i, 26. And God 
faid. Let us make man. After reciting a 
variety of interpretations, he concludes as 
follows, *' Or {hall we fay that, what feems 
** to be of greater confequence, we gene- 
** rally undertake with more ftudy and de- 
" liberation, and therefore that the fcrip- 
*' ture, in defcribing the creation of man, 
*' makes ufe of the plural number. Let us 
*' make^ which is the language of a perfon 
** commanding and exciting himfelf to un- 
«' dertake and do any thing; fo that God 
** would fhew that all other creatures were 
/' made for the ufe of man. But whether 
** God be fuppofed to fpeak to all fecond 
** caufes, or to intelligencies only, or to the 
** elements, or to fouls, or to ufe the fl;ile 
** of a king, or laftly, whether he be fup- 

dit il, les cabbaliftes enferment fous Tecorce de la lettre des 
myfteres que le vulgaire ne decouvre pas. Les theolo- 
giens n'ont deflein que d' enfelgner, Tunitc de dicu, et 
4'expliquer fes attributes ; et il faut ctre ignorant pour 
chercherchezcuxlatriniie. L.7. c.34. vol.4. P.2159.&C. 

'/ pofed 
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** pofed to excite or command himfelf, all 
** ground of coatroverfy is removed. For 
** it does not follow, that there is any mul- 
*' tiplication of the firil: caufe, which is 
V moft iimple, and one, becaufe the phrafe, 
^* let us make, is ufed. For Mofcs might 
*^ very fafely make ufe of this language, 
** fince he every where moft clearly teaches, 
** that there is but one God ; and, there- 
** fore, he only will defend his error by 
•* thefe words, who knowingly and wil- 
** ingly errs*.'* 

* Aut dicemus, plerumque id, quod majoris momcnti 
vKetur, majori quoque ftudio et deliberatlone nos aggredi ; 
jdeoque fcripturam in creationc hominis peculiar! modo 
loqui in plurali, faciamus : quod verbum videtur impe- 
rantis fibi ipfi, et ad fufcipiendum ac faciendum aliquid 
incitantis : eaque re oftendere dominus vult, omnes reli- 
quas creaturas fuo bencficio creatas. Sed five cum om- 
nibus fecundis caufis loquatur deus, five cum intelligentiis 
tantum, five cum elementis, five cum animis, five rcgio more 
kxc dicat, feu denique inciter femetipfum, fibique imperet, 
conciliatione ejufmodi tota tollitur controverfia. Etenim 
non quia faciamus dicitur, inde fequitur multiplicatio ali- 
qua prims caufac, quae fimpliflima eft et unica. Mofe« 
veto caufam cur ita fcriberet, juftam habuit, quia cl^rif- 
fime paifim docet unicum numen effe; eoque folus is, 
qui fciens volens errat, his verbis i;rrorem fuam defcnfurus 
eft. Conciliator, p. I2« 

Vol. III. E CHAP. 
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CHAPTER II. 

Gener-al Conjiderations relating to the fuppofed 
CondiiM of Chrijl and the Apojilesy with 
ReJpeSl to the Do^rines of his Pre-exijlence 
and Divinity. 

'Tp H E whole nation of the Jews having 
been fo well grounded in the great 
doftrine of the divine unity ^ ever fince their 
return from the Babylonifh captivity, and 
their attachment to it having ftrengthened 
continually, as the whole of their hiftory 
Ihews, efpecially in confequence of their 
perfecution by Antiochus Epiphanes, and 
during their fubjedion to the Romans (in 
which their utter abhorrence of every thing 
that had the appearance of idolatry^ is feen 
upon all occafians) and this being well- 
known to, and allowed by all the chriftiaa 
Fathers ; it could not but, even in their 
idea, require the greateft caution and ad- . 
drefs to teach them any dodlrine that could 
be conftrued into an infringement of it, 
• ' That 
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That the dodtrine of the divinity of Chrift 
had this appearance, thofe Fathers acknow- 
ledged ; when they fuppofed that Mofes 
and the prophets could not teach it, left it 
Ihould have given the Jews a pretence for 
relapfing into the worfliip of many Gods. 

They could not imagine that this diffi- 
culty would be at all removed by the chrif- 
tian do(5trine of Jefus being the Mefliah. 
Becaufe it was well known to them that the 
Jews expedted nothing more than a man for 
their Meffiah ; and even a man born in 
the ufual way, a proper defcendant of Da- 
vid. Their higheft expectation concerning 
the Meffiah was, that he would be a great 
prince, a conqueror, and a legiflator, and 
perhaps that he would not die. The pro- 
bability is, that they imagined that the race 
of their kings defcended from David would 
be revived in him, and continue to the end 
of time. But all this is far fhort of the 
deification of the Meffiah, or the idea of his 
being a great pre-exiftent fpirit, the maker 
of the world under God, and who, in the 
name of God, had intercourfe with the pa- 
triarchs. Such notions as thefe do not ap- 

E 2 pear 
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pear ever to have entered into the Head of 
any Jew, extravagant as their expeftations 
were concerning the dignity and power of 
their Mefliah. 

Here then was a great dilemma in which 
the chriflian Fathers, advocates for the doc- 
trines of the pre-exiftence and divinity of 
Chrift, found themfelves. They were un- 
der the neceflity of maintaining that they 
were doftrines taught either by Chrift or 
the apoftles, or they muft have abandoned 
them themfelves. Dodtrines of this great 
extent and magnitude, and fo revolting to 
the minds of all Jews, they could not but 
fuppofe would alarm them very much ; and 
therefore, that it was neceflary to introduce 
them with thegreateft caution. Still, how- 
ever, they muft have been taught themi fully 
and explicitly, at one time or other. 

Accordingly, we find, in their accounts oi 
the preaching of our Saviour and his apof- 
tles, that they did fuppofe that the greatcf^ 
pofTible caution was ufed, and that this 
cautious proceeding was continued even till 
after the death of moft of the apoftles ; fo 
that the dodtrines of the pre-exiftence and 

I divinity 
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divinity of Chrift were not fully difcovered 
till the publication of the gofpel of John, 
which was one of the laft of all the books 
of the New Teftament. But at that time 
they thought it to be abfolutely neceflary ; 
as otherwife there would hardly have been 
any beiides unitarians in the church ; the 
knowledge of thofe great doftrines having, 
in their opinion, been confined to the apof- 
ttles and the leading chriftians only. 

A more improbable hypothefis was per- 
haps never forpied by man, to account for any 
fadt whatever ; and yet I do not know that 
the chriftian Fathers could have done any 
better. Let their fucceflbrs, who are equally 
interefted in the folution of the problem, 
do better if they can. But certainly they 
who were nearer to the times of the apoftles, 
were in a fituation to form a better judg- 
ment in this cafe than any perfons at this 
day can pretend to be^ and therefore, I 
cannot help concluding, that they were well 
aware, that the fuppofition of this dif- 
cpvery having been made at an earlier pe- 
riod in the gofpel hiftory would have been 
liable to ftill greater objedtions than the 

E 3 hypothefis 
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hypothefis which they did adopt. It is 
moft probable that the ftate of opinions in 
their own time made it abfolutely neceflary 
for them to have recourfeto this hypothefis, 
lame and wretched as it is. 

The primitive Fathers were riot pre- 
vented by the fuppofition above-mentioned, 
from attempting to prove the pre-exiftence 
and divinity of Chrift from thofc books of* 
the New Tcftament which were publifhcd 
before the gofpel of John ; but neither 
were they prevented from attempting to 
prove the fame dodlrines, as we have feen, 
from the books of the Old Teftament, 
though they acknowledged that the body of 
the Jewifli nation never learned them from 
thofe books. In like manner though they 
fuppofed that the apoftles left fufEcient traces 
of thefe fublime dodrines in their writings, 
they thought that the common chriftians, 
for whofe ufe they were written, did not 
perceive them, or make the proper inferences 
from them. That they (hould not have 
done this will not be thought extraordi- 
nary, if we coniider the extreme caution 
with which, according to the account of 

thefe 
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thefe Fathers themfelves, thofe doctrines 
were taught in thefe books. 

Such a revolution has time made in our 
apprehenfions of things, that the doctrines 
of the pre-exiftence and, divinity of Chrift 
are now taught to children, as fome of the 
iirft elements of chriftianity ; but formerly 
the cafe was very different. They were 
confidered as mod fublime and difficult 
dodlrines, and therefore, not to be taught 
till after every thing elfe relating to the 
gofpel had been admitted and well under- 
' flood. That thefe dodtrines were adtually 
confidered in this light, appear^ from a 
great number of paflages in the writings of 
the Fathers, many of which I ihall intro- 
duce in other parts of this work, and efpe- 
eially ibme very flriking ones from Origen. 
But not to advance a thing of this confe- 
quence without fome evidence, in a place 
where it will be particularly wanted, I (hall 
produce a few pafTages of this kind here. 

Eufebius, after demonftrating the divine 
miflion of Chrift as a prophet, introduces his 
difcourfe concerning his pre-exiftence and 

E 4 divinity 



^6 Chriji did not teach Book III. , 

divinity as a " rnyfterious and recondite 

docflrinc*." 

Auflin compares the doftrine of the hu- 
manity of Chrift to milk, and the doiarine 
of the divinity to ftrong meat, fit for menf. 

'* The dodrine of the incarnation,*' Chry- 

V 

foftom fays, " was very difficult to be re- 
*' ceivedij: ;'* and then defcribing the grcaj 
condefcenfion of the maker of all things in 
fubmitting to be carried nine months in 
the v^omb of a woman, he fays, . that on . 
this account the prophets announced It ^ 
very obfcurely. Again, obferving tha^; 
it was' neceftary to preach the humanity 
before the divinity of Chrift, he fays, 
** this was the order refpeding his deity 

0viov /xvTiKcJli^oL; ^o>^ia^f Demonftratio, lib. 4. cap. i. pi 

f Ut nutritus atque roboratus perveniat ad manducan- 
dum cibum, quod eft in principio erat verbum^ et verbum 
erat apud deutn, et deus erat verbum. Lac noftrum^ 
Chriftus humilis eft: cibus nofter, idem ipfe Chriftus 
jequalijs patri. In i John. Opera, vol. 9. p. 594. 

X Tlo)\u ^uaTra^aS&ilog iffv TYt; Cfi^Mo^eu; ?^yog. Serm. 8« 
Opera, vol. 5. p. 131, I J2. 

'^ an4 
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* 
5' and incarnation, though it is introduced 

f* by John in a different manner frpm the 

f* reft, but in perfe(fl agreement with theip. 

5' But how ? I fay, that the doctrine not 

?^ being taught af firft, it was proper to 

*f dwell upon the incarnation, and to exer- 

f* cife them in the dodrine of the fleih : 

f* teaching them, from things grofs anc} 

** fenfible ; but when the dodtrine was fix- 

f* ed, and the preaching received, it was 

f* then proper toafcend higher*/' 

Cyril of Alexandria, explaining a palJSigc 

in Ifaiah, fays, ** here he mixes a great and 

*' profbund myftery, which required a myf. 

** tical initiation j.for fo it was revealed to 

*« the divine Peter + •'* 

* Oi/7« \ij y\ rait; auh n 'srs^i T)jf Beolnloi kJ -aref « Tng oatwo^ 
fjua;^ £1 f^ aTrevavlioig rotg aT^oig yeyove *sraga laaws, a^^' OfAu; afo^* 
iqa avfjupma; avloig • 3^ 'sa; \ eyoo hsyu * oil 'srofa fjnv T)iy op^nv 
aSf^w TO Aoys (TTrafevlo;, ohoXhQov nv tu thj otKOvo(jna^ eviialpi^Etv 
>^y«, iy TTE^t rng ara^xo; yy/iva^av d'td^xjxa'htav awo rav 'oaxvitom 
i^ aia^cisv 'SJ^ooifJua(ofA£viig . eTrei^n 3e €7rayn ra tuj yiwo-eto^, i^ 
cSk|av7o TO xvi^uyfAa^ T^iwov Bvxoi^ov nv ctvoi^ev o^x^^^m. In Pf. 41^ 
Opera, vol. 3. p. 223. 

+ Immifcet autem hie myfterium profundum et mag* 
num, et quod fuperna quadam myftagogta opus habet. 
Revelatum eft enim fic divino Pctro. In If. cap. 49. 
Opera, vol. i. p. 472. 

Agobard 
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Agobard cpniidered what John taught 
concerning the divmity of Chrift as being fo 
difficult to be underftood, that, in order to 
it, the fame infpiration was neceffary that 
he himfelf had*. 

** Perfedlion/' fays OEcumenious, " is the 
*^ doftrine concerning the divinity of Chrift, 
*' as far as the human under ftanding can 
*« comprehend it+/* Again, he fays, '* by 
^^ firjl elements the apoftle means the incar- 
** nation. For, as with refpect tp letters, 
*' fo in the divine oracles, wfajtifeylates to 
*' the incarnation muft be \ti0^'ixi the 
«* firft place; for thefe were capable of 
** being received by unbelievers and chil- 
^* dren ; but to philofophize concerning 
** the divinity of Chrift, is left to grovvn 
** men. Do you fee why he refts fo 
** long in thefe low things? It is on 

* Inde qui haec dixit accepit Johannes ille, qui difcum* 
bebat fuper pe£tus domini, et de pe6l:ore domtni bibe- 
bat quod nobis propinaret. Sed propinavit verba. Intcl- 
]e£lum autem debes capere unde et ipfe biberat qui tibi 
propinavit. De Imaginibus, p. 231* 

w^^caTTio ^i/votlovy oH^t^Yig KalcO<n^i» In Hcb. Opera, vol.2. 

''account 
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" account of the wcaknefs of his hearers, 
** who were not able to receive the perfeft 
*' doiSrine. For which reafon, having in 
*' the beginning of the cpiftle philofophized 
*' but a little concerning the divinity of 
** Chrift, he prefcntly changed, his dtf- 
«• courfe, and the cpiftle is full of low 
** things*." This he gives from Photlus. 
Again, after having obferved that the author 
of the epiftle to the Hebrews had fpoken of 
the naked word of God, he fays, that " he 
*' returflMfetpthe incarnation, left he ftiould 
** confound his reader with the fublimity 
*' of his dodlrine-i-." 
■JVe fee then, that, in the opinion of thefc 
Fathers (and fome ,of them who write in 

* ^lovxfia, apxflS, tw evanSfioxiio'ii' Jiryri . airweji yof ixi tow 
yfOfi/i-xlM OTf s;7o» ia roixEio; ^vfijiriftev. b7cjj 'tj etti Tm S^mir }ayiat ' 

aTTifttii eIi 1^ vuTiois aawiUf X'^S^'' . tefroyi -ai^t tm; 9ra't]7i>j tn xfint 

WX^f El ; 3i« Tw Tuiv camiivlciy aa^tniai . an taxK^^ la. t&zvn 3t{as- 

m SeoWj^' T(f xf'S^"- E^S"! Kaititavai tcv Xoycv . tuv fWiTw TtMrnvav 
n emroJii; ys/^j. Ibid. p. 352.' 

Tdi i4e' tuv (ifM/Mv«y iXiTTwruiTi. In Heb. cap. I- vol. 2. p. 

320- 

this 
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this manner lived pretty early, though others 
of them wrote in a later period) there were 
very myfterious and difficult doftrines to be 
revealed, of which no perfon to whom cbrif* 
tianity was preached had the lead concep* 
tion, and to which it was apprehended thejr 
mud be exceedingly averfe. Let us now 
fee in what manner they fuppofed that our 
Saviour and the apoftles condu^d them- 
felves in this nice circumftance, and what 
period it was that they thought to be the 
mod proper for making the great difcovery. 
To give fome idea of the nature of this 
queftion, I would obferve, that, if it (houl4 
appear that a difcovery of fo great magnir 
tude, as the Fathers reprefent this to have 
been, made no noife at all at the time fixed 
for the difcovery, if it excited no particular 
attention ; neither occaiioning any doubt 
or controvcrfy among chriftians themfelveSt 
nor bringing any obJed:ion to their doftrine 
from their enemies; it will afford a ftrong 
rcafon to fuppofe that no fuch difcovery 
was made at that particular time. The 
Jews, to whom the gofpcl was firft preach* 
ed, as the Fathers admitted, expe^ed no- 
thing 
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thing more than a man for their MeHiah. 
They were fully feniible that no Jew had 
any idea of his having pre-exiAed at all, 
and much lefs of bis having held any of* 
fice of importance before he came into the 
world. When was it, then, that the Jews, 
to whom the gofpel was preached, were 
taught that Chrift had pre-exifted, that he 
was the logos of God, the maker of the 
world under God, or properly God himfelf ? 
Was it in our Saviour's own life-time? 
Was it at the dcfcent of the Spirit at Pen- 
tecoft ? ^r was it in a later period of the 
gofpel hiftory ? If no traces can be per- 
ceived of any fuch difcovery, in any period 
of the gofpel hi (lory , an argument may be 
drawn from the confideration of it, highly 
unfavourable to the do<2rine of Chrift hav« 
ing any nature fuperior to that of man ; and 
when this circumflance (hall be fufficiently 
attended to (as I fufped it never has beea 
yet) the Arian hypothelis muft be greatly 
(haken, but efpecially that of the perfc(3 
equality of the Son to the Father. 

Confiderations of this kind, if they occur 
to him, no perfon, who thinks at all, cau 

abfolutely 
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abfoliitely negleft, fo as to fatisfy himfelf 
with having no hypothefis "on the fubjedt. 
We certainly find theapoftles, as well as the 
reft of the Jews, without any knowledge of 
the divinity of Chrift, with whom they lived 
and converfed as a man ; and if they ever 
became acquainted with it, there muft have 
been a time when it was either difcovered 
by them, or made known to them; and the 
effedts of the acquifition, or the communi- 
cation of extraordinary knowledge, are, in 
general, proportionably confpicuousr- 

Had we no written hiftory of our Savi« 
our's life, or of the preaching of the apof- 
tles, or only fome very concife one; flill fo 
very extraordinary an article as this would 
hardly have been unknown, much lefs 
Vv^en the hiftory is fo full and circumftan- 
tial as it is. 

Had there been any pretence for imagin- 
ing, that the Jews, in our Saviour's time, 
had any knowledge of the docflrine of the 
trinity, and that they expecSed the fecond 
perfon in it in the characfler of their Mef- 
fi2hf the queftion 1 propofe would have 
been neediefs. But nothing can be more 

evident 
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evident than that, whatever fome may fancy 
with refpeft to more ancient times, every 
notion of a trinity was obliterated from the 
minds of the Jews in our Saviour's time: 
It is therefore not only a curious, bufaferi- 
ous and important queftion. When was it 
introduced, and by what fteps ? 1 have an- 
fwered it on my hypothefis, of its being an 
innovation and a corruption of the chriftian 
dodtrine; let others do the fame, on the 
idea of its being an eflential part of it. Let 
us then fee, what it is that the chriftian 
Fathers, who themfelves believed the pre- 
exiftence and divinity of Chrift, and who 
were much nearer than we are to the time 
when the gofpel was promulgated, have faid 
on this fubjed. 



CHAP- 
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CHAPTER III. 

■ 

Of the CohduSl of our Saviour hlmfelf %vith re^ 
fpeSl to his own fuppofed Pre-exijlence ana 
Divinity. 

*| F we look into the gofpel hiftory, we 
fhall find, that all that our Saviour him- 
felf taught, or infinuated, were his divine 
miffion i|i general, or his being the Mefliah 
In particular ; with the dodrine of the re- 
furredlion, and that of himfelf coming again! 
to raife the dead and judge the world. 
Thefe dodrines, accompanied with moral 
inftrudions, and reproofs of the Phafifeesi 
for corrupting the law of God, made up the 
whole of his preaching- He never told his 
difciples that he had pre-exifted, or that he 
had had any thing to do before he came into 
the world ; much lefs that he had made the 
world, and governed it 5 and there is abun- 
dant 
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dant evidence that this was admitted by tht 
chriftian Fathers. 

Athanafius exprefles his f*enfe of the 

difficulty with which the Jews admitted 

that Chrift was any thing more than a 

man very ftrongly in the following paf- 

fagcj ** He calls his humanity the fon of 

** man i for the Jews, always oppofing God^ 

** held a twofold blafphemy with refpedt to 

** Chrift I for fome of them being offended 

•* at his flefli, viz, the fon of man, thought 

** him to be a prophet, but not God^ and 

•* called him a glutton and a wine-bibbef ; 

** who were forgiven, for it was then the 

** beginning of the preaching, and the world 

*^ could not yet believe him to be God> 

•* who was made mart ; wherefore Chrifl 

** fays, Whofoever fhall fpeak a word againft 

** the fon of man, viz. his body, it (hall be 

•* forgiven him. For I, will venture to fay, 

** that not even the blefTed difciples them- 

*• felves were fully perfuaded concerning his 

•* divinity, till the holy fpirit came upon them 

** at the day of Pentecoft. For when they 

•* faw him after his refurreftion, fome wor- 

VoL. IIL F ^' Clipped 
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*• fliippcd, but others doubted, yet they 
'• were not on that account condemned */* 
1 he Fathers fay, that whenever our Sa- 
viour laid any thing that might leadhts dif« 
ciplcs to think that he was of a nature fa^ 
pcrior to that of roan, they were offended, 
and that he conciliated their eflecm when- 
ever he rcprefented himfelf as a mere man, 
fuch as they expedtcd a prophet, and the 
Mcl3iah to be. Chryfoftom reprefents John 
the Baptift likcwife as gaining profelytes to 
Chrid, when he fpake of him in low terms, 
but as deterring them when he feemed to 
fpeak of him in a higher capacity. 

• Try /i c\ >CAf'To7»'7ct «t/1» MtOf c(r<3fi#T«v. fvf ymf fvrff 
%i<ylj(i:t ij»( 7v ^fjfWTv. 0/ »r ceil t^ bitt wfHKft$%flH 

^-H'.<» '»f3;«''»»' ^t'">'f d>.A* » Ofcr firii « oui^o:, X*, 9«y^ 
4f.yct Jti oi: i^Avf tJiA>.iir, tic x) ffv^yf^-unr f/*ftfr * «f;^«y«f 

▼ •>«,'*• 'J.^T' ^•><l* e'l «/« tft?fll ei 1/^M.tLflZt fJLg.tM7Mt Ti Tl- 

%''7if ilia: i eLi7i , 61 fA%r -rpc^i* vip^atr, •/ /i l//r«#tf9 * 

«>>' vA ijc 7)ir« jc^rixfi^ii^iiF. Scmo B»jor dc idt, ta 
Idoaifiiacca't C^ilf dioo» vol. 2. p. 39. 

Obferve, 
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** Obferve/* fays he, *' how, when he faid, 
** He that cometh after me was before me^ 
** and I am not worthy to loo(e his (hoe 
**latchetj he took nobody. But when he 
** fpakfe of his humanity, and ufcd a lowef 
** ftyle, then the di,fciples followed him. 
** Nor is this the only cafe of the kind, for 
** the multitude were never brought to him 
*' when anything high and lofty, as of a God^ 
** was faid of him^ fo much as When they 
•* heard fomething mild and humble, and 
** more adapted to the falvation of men */* 

Accordingly Chryfoftom fpeaks of our 
Lord's difciples as having regarded him- as a 
man in their intercourfe with him. Natha- 
niel, he fays^ *' confefled Chrift as a man, 
•' when he addrefled himfelf to him, by the 
•* title of Son of God. John, i. 49. as ap- 
** pears by his adding, thou art the king of 

i^X^l^^^^ €/w*poa''3-gF iiM yiyovif j^ on ^k nfxi iKttp^ hv^at 

toy lli.(lf\cL 7« V'TO<^n[JLAT&' OLVTH^ IsJ^iVA flMf. Oti J'i ^ifl T«f 
flKOVoi/,W fPuKi^-^m^ )^ i'TTl TO TATUVOTipOV 70V Koyo¥ 

my Ay if Ton mao^.H^tta'AV ot fJiAd^n&u . » tkto /« fAovov en 

KcLTJ^itVt A\K* OTi tSK HTVf Ot nSOKhOl WfO^'AyoVTAl OT AV T/ 
/**>* ^ ^')^^^^^ 'S'Spl •3-SK MytlTAl, »>{ OT AV p^fHroy J^^tKetr-' 
^^U'TTOV ^ m TtlV TaV AKitOVTUV CUT^flAV moV. Ib Joho 1. 

Horn. i7« Opera, vol. 8. p. 93. 

F 2 »« I/raer 
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'* Ifraci.^' Ibid. p. I c6. He fays, that when 
Nathaniel was introduced to Jefus, his mi- 
raculous conception was not known *. As 
Chryfoftom has written the mod largely on 
this lubjeifti I fhall quote from him a paf- 
figc or two of fome extent, that we may 
more clearly perceive how he, and (as he 
was by no means iingular in his ideas) how 
the chrillian Fathers in general thought 
with rcfpcd to this qucftion. 

** Another reafon/' lie fays, " why Chrift 
'* reprcfcnted himfclf fo muchas a man, was 
** the wcaknefs of his hearers ; and becauie 
'* thcv who firll faw and heard him were 
** not able to receive more fublime dif- 
*' courlcs. And that this is no mere 
*' conjecture, I will endeavour to ihew 
•' from the fcripturcs themfclves. If he 
** delivered any thing great, fublime, and 
** worthy of his glory; but why do I^ 
*' fiy, great, fublime, and worthy of his 
•' glory ) if he faid any thing above 
•* hunii^n nature" (lomething is here omit* 
to J in ihc Greek, but fupplied in the 
Latin vcrfion) ** they were thrown into 

^4d»i itfjL, ;7i7 • t/i Ai. lo jolOf Hott* 1 8. Op. vol. 8. p. 103. 

<' tumult 
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*' tumult, and took ofFence; but if he faid 
" any thing low, and becoming a man, they 
*' ran to him, and received his dodlrine. 
** And where do we fee this ? In John 
** chiefly. For when he faid^ Abraham^ our 
*^ father rejoiced to fee my day, and he faw it^ 
** and was glad, they fay, Thou art not yet 
^^ forty years old, and hafl thou feen Abra^ 
** ham. You fee how they were afFefted to- 

** wards him as to a common man. What 
*^ then did he reply ? Before Abraham was 
** I am I and they took up ftones to ftone 
" him. He fpake more diftinftly, faying, 
** The bread which I fh all give for the life of 
'* the world is my jiejh. They faid , this is a 
** hard faying^ who can hear it ; and many of 
* * his difciples went backward^ and walked no 
** more with him. 

** Tell me, then, what muft he do ? Muft 
** he always dwell upon thefe lofty topics, 
** fo as to drive away his prey, and deter all 
** from his dodlrine ? But this did not be- 
** come his divine philanthropy, Again, 
^^ when he faid. He that heareih my words 
*^ Jhall never tajle of deaths they faid, Do 'Ooe 
♦* not fay wiU^ that thou baji a demon. -^ 

F 3 Abraham^ 
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«* jjorabam is dead, and the prophets are ieai^ 

*' and tbou Jiiyejl^ be tbat bearetb my words 

^* P?aH not tajl: oj dcatb. And is it. to be 

** wondered at, that the common people 

^^ were thus afflvlUd towards him, when 

** their rule s had the fame opinion." He 

then proceeds to inllancc in Nicodemus.— « 

♦* How then muft he diicourfe with perfons 

♦• who would hear nothing fublime. Is it 

<' to be wondered at that he faid nothing 

*' great or rublime concerning hrmfelf, to 

♦' men creeping on the ground, and fo 

*• meanly afFcclcd. What he faid is luffi<» 

*' cicnt to n^ew this was the rcafon, and the 

^* excufc for fuch mean difcourfes. 

*• On the other hand, as you fee men 
^^ fcandalizcd, thrown into confufion, flying 
<* back from him, railing at him, and dc- 
** fcrting him, if he faid any thing great 
•• and lofty \ fo will I endeavour to (hew 
♦* you that they ran to him, and received 
<* his dodrinc, if he faid any thing low 
•* and mean. For the very fame perfons who 
<* had fled from him, immediately ran to 
•' him, when he faid, I can do notbing cfmy^ 
^' Jelf but as the Father bas taugbt n:e^fo I 

'' Jpeak. 
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f^ Jpeak. And the evangelifts, defigning to 
** ftiew us that they believed on account of 
,** the meannefs of his difcourfe, faid, tVhen 
** ^^ fP^^^ ^^^fi /i6/;?^i many believed on him. 
** You will, on many occafions, find the 
** fame thing happening. On this account 
** he fpake in many things as a man, but 
«* fometimes not as a man, but as became 
«* a god *." He adds more to the fame 
purpofe. 

* En -iiA Hs^a (XBla ravhjv ezilicc^ rj ac^svia rm axacvlccVf )^ to 
fAYl ^uva(T^ai Tols m^cSlov avlov t5bv7a^, xj to?£ 's^puJov cxjinovla^ raj iaJ/u- 
7\ols^Hi Twv ^oyfXoOm hiaj^ou P^ag • xj oli a rox^cr/Mg ro >^ofieyov^ 
WK oaJlw <TOi 'sot^arwcu thIo 'SJBi^aa-ofMti tm yf of ujv, >^ JeiIom . «wo7f 
7i /Aeya ^ yvj/n^ov rCj rnj aw^a Sblnj a|iov e^^ey^alo • t/ Xeyw /^gya xj 
ihJJi^^, ^ Twj ai/78 5b|)J5 aSw ; £i 'zd-oJe ti [utte^] mj; av^^comvn; fv- 
CEfijS ci^E, 'ar?k£OV B^opvSavlo xj ecKovi'a^diovlo . e< Jg 'btoIe t; Ta^«yov )^ 
a*%»9rivov, 'm^ocsl^sxcvy ^ roy Xoydy th^ovlo . ^ ^« Ti^o cnv iJfiv 
^d"t ; 'srof a tw Iwavwi fJioT^Ta , UTTovlog ya^ ouIh • AQ^aofjt, o fsrcikp 
YifjLCov Yiyoy^iacraio^ iva tStj tysv niM^av iw e/auv, icJ iJf, xj £X^f>i> ^ey«crt • 
ncffapoKovIa sin httu fX^tj, xj K^^actyi, eupwcwi ; o^ag oli ag 'mspi 
av^pcifTTii -i^iXa Si£Xfiv7oj Ti 8V ai/7of, 'W^o m rov AQ^oui^ ymahai 
^aiv^ syu eipu . x^ n^av ^Ss^, iva 0a}Oi&aiv aiHov . x^ rm fAurn^iav 
fMOi^ag iTrilsivs Xyyigy >J£yw . x) o a^7o^ 3e oy sycu ^figcro; i/^f^ tng th 
iwtrjua ^wnf, Cz^l iAH £riv, EAEyov (nO<r\^6g tn o 7\oyog iilog^ Tig ^wcSoul 
aula OHHEiv 9 x^ 070X^01 rav fjLaGrUm curns a7rYi>\Bov tig ra omau^ >^ 
hkHi fjLsl ovIh 'sipwiroRay » ti ay e^bi moieiv^ trnt f4X)i : roig tnf^Ao- 
. 7£^<f «y3ia7f iff«y ^vhmuti 3i»iyoMDj> wrs aTTOcro^nffai rrw Su^ay, ^ 'Zffoy- 
7p(; a^OHfu^off^cu TY}$ 3iii?KrxaX<a$ ; aM sx nv Ta7o rn^ ts ^sa fi?a;ih 

F 4 &fu^i«j 
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Again, he fays, '* if they took up ftones 
^' to Itonc him, becaufe he laid that he was 
^' before Abraham, what would they have 
^* done if he had told them that he gave 
^' the l;ivv to Mofcs. Wherefore, when he 
♦* faid, it 'Was f J id to tie' ancients, he did not 
♦' fay /jy lihoui it had been faid ^." 

ifn^nai • t^ yof 'ZJL^iv iTTtth iiTiv Tcy hffywfis caasmk dflwAl 
« /xr yt,/:^::^ u^ t:v m&tji $}<r(79 . « ttaXo); t^tyofin A ^duf§aM9 

TTw; w TK?c;; J.aXryi/cju i^a, toi» sJfyTw ia|^,>av ^f^tt^iy; A >af 

cii ."tt/Tn n j:.7ia, iwt )j t^jwi? w thh tw tm \tyouin,f i JiAo^ , 

fffjun; ^vxfTg'.Mi UTT'Jii Ti fuya am i^l^^or tp^ryU^ o Xf*<*X* A^ 
yvLv aJlaf iii^M 'WH^OfAOt vpocftx^T^i^ Molaif/^z^mt; ntf iAtnu^ 
Kav^ u v.Tj n TjtTnyjv tun tJliXt; uTtiv . euPiQi 7^^* ajloi a axoam- 
?-rTrj, i;T«^'; jk,'-* T3t>jv rli awr tfjtafbt «5iaj e^ir, a»a »dk^ ftj^ 

#!«ju e fuoiViXiiT^t »^< ^i<s '^'7 Ta7i.y:7>j7a TMrpv^o;* fTifffM'ar, nri* 
^>>4a«ii'ai ?-^/t;» . raJiji oJ^m XaXi^rmlr^ «c»o< iTiri:^ay ti; sAt • 
/ oWjrx'i v.^ayrt rJlj t^: a ti; .if t*w svfAnMvcy . ?ixtA vcM^ 

Mj ?f>T^cTwf. Dr. 32. Optr.1, vol. I. p. .|09» J!o. 
YiiEK or i73,)i^^. Scr. 51. Opcr4| vol. 5. p. 696, ^97. 

M Our 
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<* Our Saviour/' he fays, *' did not al- 
^* ways teach his own divinity in cxprefs 
^* words, leaving the fuller explication of 
^* it to his difciples. If/' fays he, ** they 
*^ (meaning the Jews) were fo much of- 
^V fended at the addition of another law 
^* to their former, much more muft they 
** have been with the dodtrine of his di- 
^* vinityf-/' 

Chryfoftom frequently obferves thatChrift 
only intimated his divinity obfcurely, and 
left the full difcovery of it to his apoftles. 
'Thus he fays, that *' he himfelf never faid 
** plainly that he made the heavens and the 
^^ earth, and the fea and all thing's vifible 
^* and invifible. And why," fays he, '< do 
** you wonder that others /hould have faid 
** greater things of him than he faid of 
** himfelf^ when he explained many things 
^' by anions, but never clearly in words, 
^^ That he made man, he fhewed clearly 

fa^ waiSh/ow . Ei yap n ra vofm 'srfxxr^n tchthIcv avlaq z^opvQu^ 
moro^ fjfaT^y to ^eov laulov avofcmm. In Matt, v. Horn. 1 6, 
vol. 7. p. 1^4, 

*^ enough^, 
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** enough, as' by the blind man ; but when 
** he was diftourfing about the formation of 
** the firft man, he did not fay / made 
** them, but, he that made them, made them 
** male and female. And that he made the 
f* world, he fignified by the fi(hes, by the 
'** wine, by the loaves, &c. but never clearly 
*« in words *." He even fay$, '' that the 
*'• high dignity of Chrlft was more necef- 
** fary to be concealed from his difciples, 
** becaufe they would immediately have told 
** every thing through an excefs of joy f/' 

«* Chrift," he fays, ** did not reveal 
** his divinity immediately, but was firft 
** thought to be a prophet, and the Chrift, 

* YLoa ri ^avfjux^Bt; si ^e^oi fjLsiiova tm^i aula lipimurif m oj^J®* 
ti^m^ • o^re 7€ nso>^a iioc -. wv wpayfialuv smisttw/A^u®" 3fa -taw 
fT/ificclcov (rafa^ az £^ey£v; on ya^ ro¥ av^^aTov our©' Bwotmsv 
jr&ile <Ta(p(og jtf 5ia ts tv^kh . viwca Jg f^s^i mg sv a^x^ fsyaasa^ 
Q TsffY®" r\v aUTCii^ ax-iiTrev ori tyaa STomast^ a^^* o "moirKra; a^fftv km 
^>jff ZToiwev (xvTug . Ila^iv on tov Hoafiov iOYifun^vKTiv uai ra ev 

$cvroj Jk% rav ix^oav ha ra oiva iia rav a^rav fr\fjLa(n aidfia 

VijTo fffi^oig £i7rev^ In Matt. v. Opera, vol. 7 . p. 154. 

•f* Eoei ya^ TEag hai^avEtVy xm fjtahira tm im fAo^mm . tteu 
ycto Bn «ro>x»f nJonjj '5r«KTa iHn^t/^av. In Matt. cap. 8, Opera, 
vol. 7. p. 274. 

" fimply 
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** (imply a man, and it afterwards appeared 
^* by his wo^-ks and his fayings what he 
^^ really was *." 

Bafil of Seleucia fays, that *' during the ■ 
*' ftorm, the difciples of Chrift, judging by 
** appearances, did not know that the deity 
♦* was concealed in him i for they would not 
^* have been terrified, if they had known 
*^ that the author of the creation was giving 

. '* orders to the work of his hands." He 
adds, that *' the apoftlcs themfelves were as 

• /* ignorant of his being God as the rcll of 
♦* the Jews, when fome faid that he was 
•* Elias, or Jeremias, or fome of the pro^- 
^* phets ;' and that Chrift, " knowing the 
♦* ignorance of Peter, fuggefted to him the 
♦* anfwer that he made -f-/' 

^coMy 3i« raw e^7wv xj t«v f>ijiea7cuv, ytSo 07re^ nv. In Johan. Horn. 
^. Opera, vol. 8, p. 20. 

mm UK fclKTEco; eTtrafASvoi. — Toa-aJkg av ayvola^ rag rav av^fw^row, 
4^X^ "^^^^ ^** 0O(Txc(jf,svYii, jsh T^v cxTToroT^uv xof«f ayvoux^ £^£<c 

^$nrom(Tnf. Or, 2$- P- 138, 139. 141. 

Job 
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Job the monk obferves, that *' Chrift 
^* faid, thy Jins are forgiven ihee^ without 
** intimating that be himfelf forgave them, 
^« by his own authority*.'* 
. Photius fays, *' when our Lord faid, 
<« My Father is greater than /, the difpiples 
«* were ftill imperfedt, and thought the 
•' Father much greater. This they had 
*« learned from the Mofaic law, which 
** taught the Father rather than the Son. 
** This alfo our Saviour himfelf had perpe* 
<* tually inculcated. This, therefore, being 
^^ their fixed opinion, they faid. Shew us 
^* the Father, and it fufficeth us +.'* Af- 
terwards, he fays, *' they knew him to be 
♦« God, after his fufFerings and refurreC- 
« tionj." 

* Oti to jitcv cuptavlou ioc fx^t rav fnfAoSuv Wfo^ofw, wj" cj iSwjj 
litaioLi 's^^ops^oiJLtmf jjJ v^orayfXM®-. Photii. Bib. fed. 2%Z* 
p. 622* 

f 'Ettei ya^ eli oltKu; iiloi ^ieksivIo 'sst^i rov ^sov xj 3i5iw»a5^ai', /*«- 
icva te voh^ rov 'Sfole^x svofju^ov . rtiio //C£v tcov fMxrauicov vofMtv e/jt» 
(pavETB^oVy ayloig rov ^ale^a n rov viov Kalaryfe?^ovrm ' rtdo is m 
cojln^og avu x^ Kola 'ss^ir^epovrog aJloig rov 'male^a * ettei hv ivuxuhi 
Ti; auloig cvEoif m7o n 3b|a, iia yaq ntlo j^ sXcyov, hi^ov n/juv Tov w«- 

^f«i ^ ^''" ^AW^» Epift. 176. p. 263. 
J Ibid. p. 270, 

Theodoret 
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Theodoret fays, that ** before his fufTer* 
^* ings all perfons held fuch an opinion 
** concerning him/' viz. that he was a mere 
man, '* but after his refurreftion and afcen** 
<* fion, the defcent of the Spirit, and the 
** various miracles which they performed* 
** by invoking his name, all the believers 
*' knew that he was God, and the only be- 
" gotten Son of God*/' This is exprefled • 
in general terms, but it will appear here- 
after, that it is to be underftood with great 
limitations ; the knowledge of the divinity 
of Chrift being, according to Theodoret 
himfelf, far from univerfal among the chrif- 
tians, long after the death of Chrift. 

Sometimes the Fathers fpeak of Peter a$ 
knowing that Chrift was God before his 
death, by immediate revelation from the 
Father. Chryfoftom alfo fays, that before 
our Lord's refurredtion, the apoftles had 
learned that God had a Son equal to the 

• IIpo fxtv sv T8 '570^85 TQioajTou; Ei/flv ^o^og fs^pi aura . ^ttera Je 
Tw avarotfTiv^ xj rm ei; upavag oaiaQotdiv^ y^ tjjv ts ^cxvayi^ 'SJVEVfjuxTo; . 
sTTi poiTYKTiv^ )y Tag TSocnoiaTrag ^au/juxTs^yiag ag bttbtzT^hv^ KoChMwsg- 
auTH TO a^aaiim ovofjux^ Byvu^cxv aTrxvTs; oi 'zc^reyovTsy, ori ^ Sea; 
€n, 3^ TH ^sa fAovoyevng viog. Ad Rom, i. 4. Opera, vol. 3. 
p. II. 

Father. 
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Father*. But, in general, it wa^ theii* 
opinion, that even Peter, as well as the 
, other apoftles, was ignorant of this great 
truth, till the defcent of the Spirit at Pen- 
tecoft j and they thought that this was one 
of the great truths alluded to, when ouf 
Lord faid, that he had many things to 
teach his difciples, of which he could not 
inform them before his death. 

Cyril of Alexandria, defcanting on thii 
*' text, fays, they who were not renewed by 
** the new rule of living, and the new doc* 
** trine of the Spirit, to them the recent 
V •* preaching of the gofpel, and the fublime 
** myftery of the trinity, was not to be deli* 
«« vered. Juftly, therefore, was the interprc* 
** tation of higher things referved to thefu-. 
** ture renovation of the Spirit. That before 
^' the refurreftion of the Saviour, and the 
*^ coming of the Spirit, the difciples were as 
*' Jew^s, is eafy to prove +.'' Auftin, however, 

In Aifta, vol* 8* p* 459. 

f Qui enim nondum nova vivendi norma, novaquedo€« 
trina per fpiritum reformati funt, lis praedicatio evangelii 
recens, et myfterium trinitatls fublime tradenduni non eft. 

Jure igltur renovationi per fpiritum futurae, altiorum 

2 rerum 
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fays, that *^ the docftrine of the divinity of 
•' Chrift could not be one of the things 
•* that Chrift would not reveal, becaufe 
** they were not able to bear it, though 
^* feme had faid fo*/' And yet this wri-». 
ter himfelf, as we fliall fee, acknowledges 
that the divinity of Chrift was not taught 
with clearnefs^ till it was done by the 
apoftle John. Origen fuppofed that the 
things which our Saviour referred to were 
what related to the abolifhing of the Jewifli 
lawf. But he thought that John was the 
perfon who firft taught the dodtrinc of 
Chrift's pre-exiftence and divinity, 

renim interpretatio refervatur- Quod autem ante rcfur- 
redtonem falvatoris, et ante fpiritus adventum, Judaice dif- 
Cipuli vivebant, facillimum eft probare. In Johr^ lib^ 1 1. 
cap. 41. Opera, vol. i. p. 963. 

• In principio erat verbum, et verbum erat apud deura^ 
et deu9 erat verbum, hoc erat in principio apud deum, et 
alia quae fequuntur, quoniam pofteafcripta funt, nee ea do- 
minum Jefu dixifTe narratnm eft cum hie efiTct in carne, fed 
haec unus ex apoftolis ejus ipfo ac fpiritu ejus fibi revelantc 
confcripfit : ex his eiTe quae noluit tunc dominus dicere^ 
quia ea difcipuli portare non poterant, quis me audiat tarn 
temere iftadiccntem. In John, Tr. 96. cap. 16. Opera, 
vol. 9. p. 478. 

t Ad Celfum, lib. 2* p. 57« 

Before 
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Before I proceed to confider what the 
Fathers thought of the apoftles' fentiments 
and condud: on the day of Pehtccoft, I (hall 
take notice of another reafon which they 
give for the care that was taken to conceal 
the knowledge of our Lord's divinity, 
which was to deceive the devil, left he, 
knowing him to be the Mefliah, fhoiild not 
have ventured to encounter him, and fo, not 
being conquered by him, and efpecially by 
means of his death, the great objedt of his 
miffion would not have been gained. 

This thought firft occurs in epiftleS 
afcribed to Ignatius, who fays, '^ the vir* 
*^ ginity of Mary, her^ delivery, and his 
** death> were concealed from the prince of 
** this world*/* Jerom fays, that both the 
demons and the devil, rather fufpedled, than 
knew the Son of God -f-. Chryfcflom, fpeak* 
ing of the myftery of the incarnation being 

roxsro^ avmg^ ofMiiog xj o ^avarog ts KupiSy rpia fwrn^ia ftpauyn^^ 
OTiva £v u<w/%ta Ses £7rpax,%> Ad. Eph. S. 1 9. p. 16. 

f Jam daemones quam diaboli fufpicari magis filium dei, 
quam noffe intelligendi funt. In Matt. cap. 8. Opera, 
vol. 6. p. 12. 

concealed 
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concealed firom many^ fays, *' Why do I fay 
*' many? Mary herfelf, when (he carried him 
" in her womb, did not know the fecret. And 
•* why do I fay men ? The devil himfelf did 
*^ not know it, for if he had known it, he 
•* would not afterwards have afked him upon 
*^ the mount, faying, If thou art the Son of 
** Godi and he did this once, twice, and three 
•^ times* On this account he faid to John* 
*' who was beginning to reveal him, holdnowi 
•* that is^ be filent now. It is not yet time 
•* to reveal the fecret of the incarnation i I 
•Vmuft yet deceive the devil ^ keep filence 
** now, for thus it becomes us */' Again, 
he fays, ** the devil was at a lofs to know 
•* whether Chrift was God or not. "f-/* 

* Kax Ti >syai rag ^mo^a;^ otth yi aSc aJk u wo^o^tscra vfa^Sevoi 
if it TO a^o^fmhv* Km ti Xeyo) ca^ftnnig^ t^ cuHov rev ^iaSo>^ 
gKavBavev . sSc ya^ ov, smef liSsi^ ftgoila aulov fjtsla ronlov x^ovov t^i 
*r8 o^agy £1 uios BL TH BiSy Jy airaiy x^ ^ig iy rfflov ttHo moisi . ^lo )y t» 
taamn t)^tv a^iafxem avlov suHoXmleiv: osptf m^ * thI^ti^ ciya vt/y, 
uSe^roi HOifog ts yaf &ta>jjf^S9M td afjropfflw rn; omowfjuoi • sli^af" 
ianm Tc» S^iaSo>kW /Ss^o^moi . eriya ronw pn(n • Urn ya^ vgBTFW am 
Hfjuv. In Pf. 49. Opera, vol. 3. p. 289. 

t Ev afMnxcma hoiirov nv> iy «?« olt av&fcavroi nv -^0^ miTtucreu 
flii/lfcSo, iixjra ^asp mIh Ux^ila * aii av vaHv maqo^siaff^aiy olt^ 
tK^ nv TK hov^ iia ro l3^e9^Siy at/7oy vMfmla^ In Matt. Ojpera, 
vol. 7. p. 119* 

Vol. III. G There 
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There is fomething pleafant in the man* 
ner in which the Fathers fometimes fpeak 
of the devil being deceived by the humani^ 
ty of Chrift, Cyril of Jerufalem fays, '* it 
'* was neceffary that Chrift ft)0uld fufFer for 
^* us, but the devil would not have come 
*' near him, if he had known this; for if 

they had known^ they would not have cruci^ 

ficd the hard of glory. 1 Cor. ii. 8. The 
** body, therefore, was the bait of death, 
*' that the dragon, thinking to fwallow it 
*' down, might vomit up all that he had 
'* fwallowed *." 

Ruffinus alfo reprefents the divinity of 
Chrift as concealed within his humanity, to 
catch the devil as with a bait ; and to prove 
this, he adduces many paiTages of the Old 
Teftament, efpecially that of Ezek. / will 
draw thee out with my hook^ Sccf. 

ht[V Jio^oXof , El riht Tiilov . €i ya^ syvcixrav^ hk acv tov xu^igv Tni it^m 
iTov^ua-av , h>£ap Tctvw tn Mayans ysyove ro crtoJiAay iva eWiffo^ 
Koiamsiv ^'^aKuv^ E^jfAza^i -^ Tisg yi3>i Kctia'sso^tflttg. If, 25. 8* 
Cat. 12. Opera, p. 155. 

+ Ita et is qui habet mortis imperium rapuit quidem in 
morte corpus Jefu, non fentiens in eo bamum divinitatis 
inclufum ; fed ubi devoravit, haefit ipfe continuo, et dirup^ 



CftAP4 III. his oui)n Dhinity^ %^ 

Thcodoret fays, that Chrift concealed his 
divinity in his temptation by the devil; and 
fays, that when the devil heard him fpealc 
as a man, he w^as encouraged to proceed 
with the temptation, Hereprefents him as 
faying, ** I heard the voice that came down 
*' from heaven, calling you the Son of God, 
*' but I fhall not believe it till it appear by 

'' fads* r 

Job the monk alfo fays, *' it Was neceA 
•' fary that the myftery of the incarnation of 
** the logos fhould be concealed, both ta 
•* make it more acceptable to the hearers, 
'* and alfo to deceive the devil f." 

Bafil of Seleucia fays, that, ^' though the 
** demons called Chrift the Son of God, 
** they did not know that he was God, be^ 

tis inferni clauflris, velut de profundo extraftiis, trahitur 
ut efca caeteris fiat. In Symb. Opera, p. 179- 

w&^a'sj®- em. Tijj /txev ytxp avajSw exSucd?? ^cyvuj vmcaf pia-i^ thIo 
r£ xa?>£aiijng, a'sjiru h% sag av >^Qa tw ^sigav ^i^aonot^jov. Opera, 
vol. 5. p. 46^1 

•f* AvaryKcuov Je w to t'tJioTaaieff^M to fxvn^piov Tng ts ^oy« ^fl^- 
iuiatai iia 9s to yevea^ou TOig otft^oaiAivoig swsjcxpa^SHToVi jy iva tK 
#xoT«$ tov a^x^ma ^a9>j; Fhotiu Bib. S. 2 22. p» f>2%» 

G 2 " caufe 
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1 
** caufe all very good men arc called yS»i of 

*' Gody and Ifracl is called his firft borri */* 
It was objected, that it was wrong in God 
to conquer the devil by deceiving him, the 
divinity of Chrift being concealed under bis 
human nature ; but Gregory Nyffen replies^ 
that *' it was fair enough to deceive the de- 
** ceiver f-'' 

If it was imagined to be neceflary that the 
devil, whofe cunning and penetration was 
never thought very lightly of, fhould re- 
main ignorant of our Lord's divinity, he 
muft, no doubt, have concealed it with the 
greateft care, and have conducted himfelf in 
the moft cautious manner. If the devil was 
not able to difcover any thing of the matter, 
how could men find it out, and eipecially 
Jews, whofe moft fanguine expedlations 
from the Meffiah went no farther than to a 
man, born like other men ? Certainly they 

* Tiov fjLEV Seis Hcd^a-i, ^m Jerfw? tw wof hm Bmrancu • im ^«p 

'ret* 'ffUTo "s^pcoToToKoguiog fji8 Itrpaerih* Or. 23 P» i2o- 

f H //CSV ya^ KOL i * a^iav cxfii^octs, ^ ngo oi^alsuv aHavcSeHat TP 

Ji^^ioF 5eww<7tv« Or. 2. Opera, vol. 2- P*5'S' 

who. 
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who thought that the devil continued igno- 
rant of the pre-exiftence and divinity of 
Chrift till after his death, muft have thought 
that all the Jews, and our Lord's difciples, were 
ignorant of thofe doftrines. If, as Chryfoftom 
fays, it was particularly necefTary to conceal 
this great fecret from our Lord's difciples, 
left they fhould have publifhed it through' 
joy, and alfo from his enemies, and the de- 
vil, left they ftiould have counteracfted the 
defign of his coming, we may take it 
for granted, that, in the opinion of the 
writers who have given us thefe reprefenta- 
tions, it was no more fufpedled at the time 
of Chrift's death, that he had even pre- 
cxifted, or that he had had any thing to do 
in the making or governing the world, than 
that he was to be fo great a perfonagc be- 
fore he was born. 

Let us now fee in what manner the apof- 
tics were fuppofed to have conducted them- 
felves in this refped after our Lord's afccn- 
fion, and after the defcent of the Spirit on 
the day of Pcntccoft, 

G3 CHAP- 
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CHAPTER IV. 

Of the TeJlUmny cj Athanafixis to the Caution 
ivith "which t}y Af^^jflUs divulged tke Dot* 
trincs rf tke Pf e-txijlence and Divinity of 

Cbrijl. ^ 

A S the Tcftimony of Athanafius, on ac- 
count of his known orthodoxy, and of 
courfc his unwillingncfs to make any need* 
Icfs concclTlons to his ad vcr furies, may be 
thought to have more weight than any 
other, I fliall, in the firfl place, produce 
it ; and as exceptions have been made to it^ 
I (hall Hicw that, independent of any con* 
current tcftiniony of others of the Fathers, 
who have mentioned ihe fubjciil, and which 
I (hall produce hereafter, it clearly proves 
that, in his idea, the apolUes thought it nc^ 
ceifary to ufc great caution in divulging to 
the Jews fp offenfive a doctrine as that of 
the divinity of Chrift; though, in conic« 
quence of their caution on this head, the 
Jewifli chriftiaQS did in their age continue 

unitarians! 
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unitarians, believing Chrift to be nothing 
more than a mere man, and alfo propa-^ 
gated the fame doctrine among the Gentile 
converts. The paflage itfelf is as follows : 

^* Will they affirm," fays he, ** that the 
^* apoftles held thedodlrine ofArius, becaufc 
•* they fay that Chrift was a man of Nazareth, 
^' and fufFered on the crofs ? or becaufe they 
** ufed thefe words, were the apoftles of 
'* opinion that Chrift was only a man, and 
*' nothing elfe ? By no means: this is 
'^ riot to be imagined. But this they did 
'* as wife mafter-builders, and ftewards of 
*5 the myfteries of God; and they had this 
** good reafon for it. For the Jews of that 
'* age, being deceived themfelves, and hav- 
** ing deceived the Gentiles, thought that 
^- Chrift was a mere man, only that he came 
** of the feed of David, rcfembling other 
** dqfcendants of David, and did not be- 
** lieve either that he was God, or that the 
'* word Was made flefh. On this account 
•* thablefled apoftles, with great prudence, 
** in the firft place, taught what related to 
" the humanity of our Saviour to the Jews, 
^* that having fully perfuaded them, from his 

G 4 ** miraculous 
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*' miraculous works, that Chrift was come, 
^* they might afterwards bring them to the 
^S belief of his divinity, fhewing that hi« 
^* works were not thofe of a man, but of 
.^* God, For example, Peter having faid 
** that Chrift was a man who had fuffered, 
*^ immediately added, he is the prince of 
** life. \vi the gofpel he confcffes, thou 
^* art the Chrift, the Son of the living God j 
** and in his epiftle, he calls hirn the biihop 
*^ of fouls */' 

^nloif TQV X'^t^ov et'7rAyy^hX\i(rtv, iKUvajf 7oivvp TotdLvjct ^atf- 
4tV'^^0iro¥ McAf/^fitf TOP ;^f/roji oi ATcraMi, «J 'vKUv nJ^iP % 

T»To ft'f fitp^/reJCToi'*^ ffa^oif i^ oiKovouoi ixvsvffififv 'd-iu ort^ 
'!r$inKct(rt . ;j^ tuk outiav ^y^trtf tvKay^ • iirttJ^n .^«tp e/ 

^i^oj, Kad- o/>toioT«Tflt Tfiiy €X. Toi/ A,etCi<t etww yifofJLsvan 
TiKvav ' »T^ c/^s ^iof AV70V, }i<H PT/ Xo^flf ^*P? <y«''eT» «xi- 

airoTaKoi ta AP^fej'WiVA Tij c^Twpof i^nyavla *vff»TQV t«| 
*»£f / Tii^ -S^i^TBT^f auTjf a?/ri»' ctv''"«f «»»'tf>«>'a'^r» ^«*»'i'mf 

Tli7fO( KiyaV ef.vS'^A VA'^n70V 70y J(^iroJ', iV^V^ ffVWTTBf 

isTo^ A^yj^y^i rttf ^«»K sr/r, ^c. ^c. Pp $^n^tUL Dloajfiit 
Opera, vol. i. p. ^53, 554- 

There 
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There is a paffage in the Sermo Majof di 
fide of this writer, published in Montfau^ 
Cons Colledlio Patrum^ which bears fonie 
refcmblance to this. Speaking of Peter 
preaching Chrift as Jefus of Nazareth, a 
man approved of God, he fays, ** He calls 
'* him a man, and not God, with refpedl 
•* to the Jews, and others, who, like them, 
♦• confidered things according to the flcfli, 
♦* from that time to the prefent. And the 
^* apoftles of our Lord, and our Lord him- 
•* ielf, anfwered concerning himfelf as a 
•♦ man. Ye feek to kill me, a man wha 
«* has told you the truth*. 

It has been faid, that Atban ifius is here 
fpcaking of the unbelieving Jews, The 
expreffion is, « tAb l«&ap< the Jews of that 
agf; which includes both the believing 
and unbelieving Jews. Had he been fpeak- 
ing of the Jews of his own time, it would, 
I own, have been probable that he meant 
the unbelieving Jews 1 but fpeaking as he 

Ol AiroT^hol iUU AVTCi HV^lOi ^i^i 12LV7H etl'dfUWlVUf ATl^ 

does 



^o Of the TeJIimony of Book III, 

does of the Je\ys at the very firft promul-- 
gation of chriftianity among them, it is 
moft natural to fuppofe that he meant all 
the Jews. Paul, long after his converfion 
to chriftianity, called himfelf ajew. How- 
ever, it will be fufficiently evident front 
the whole tenor of the paflage, that he* 
muft have meant the believing Jews pHn- 
cipally, and in fome refpedts, the believing 
Jews only, exclufive of the unbelieving' 
ones. And in this conftrudion of the paf-- 
lage, I am by no means Angular, but have 
the fanftion of trinitarians themfelves, as- 
that of the Latin tranflator and Beaufobre, 

The Latin tranflator of Athanalius, a ca- 
tholic, and certainly no unitarian, had fo: 
little fufpicion of any other meaning, that 
he renders %firoi> in this place by Jefum. 
The learned Beaufobre, a trinitarian, and 
therefore, an unexceptionable judge in this:- 
cafe, quoting this very paflage, docs not ' 
hefitate to pronounce that they were be- 
lieving Jews who were intended by the 
writer, *'Ces Juifs," be fays, ** ne font pas 
** les Juifs incredules, mais cieux qui fa-» 
♦* foient profeflion dij chriftianifme. But 

admitting 
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admitting ^hat the Jews here meant were 
unbelieving Jews, they were fuch as the 
apoftles wifhed to convert to chriftianity, 

and many of them foon became chriftians, 

* 

But the circumftance which decifively 
proves that the Jews Athanafius is fpeak- 
ing of were chrijiian Jews^ is their draw- 
ing the Gentiles into the belief of the 
itmple humanity of Chrift. For certainly 
the gofpel was preached to the Gentiles by 
the believing, and not by the unbelieving 
Jews. If it be fuppofed that the dodtrine 
Athanafius fpeaks of was not concerning 
Jefus^ but the Mejfiah in ^eneralf how could 
it intereft the Gentiles ? The dodtrine, 
therefore, mud have been that concerning 
Je/us^ and confequently, the preachers muft 
have been chriftian Jews, and their profe- 
lytes chriftian Gentiles. It is ridiculous 
to fuppofe that the queftion could be in- 
terefting to any others. 

Suppofing, however, the whole body of 
the Gentiles (little as they were concerned 
in the queftion) to have been previoufly 
taught by the Jews, that their Meffiah, 
whenever he ihould come, would \>c no* 

thing 
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thing more than a man 5 if this was an 
opinion that they were as fully perfaaded 
of as Athanafius reprefents the Jews, their 
teachers, to have been, the fame caution muft 
have been as ncceffary with 'refpedt to them, 
as with refpeft to the Jews themfelvcs, and 
for the fame reafon. 

It has been faid, that Athanafius fays 
nothing about the caution of the apoftleS| 
but only fpeaks of their prudence^ in teach- 
ing what was more eafy and neceflary, be- 
fore that which was more difficult and lefs 
neceflary. But the term (rvwi;^ in the con- 
nexion in which it ftands, can bear no 
other fenfe than caution, and great caution, 
pMa -voxmk rrtf <n/H(nv>g, and it appears from the 
whole tenor of the difcourfe, that Athanafius 
could have intended nothing clfe than to 
defcribe the prudence, or extreme caution of 
the apoftles, and to account for it. He evi- 
dently does not reprefent them as deferring 
the communication of the doftrine of the 
divinity of Chrift, on account of its being 
more conveniently taught afterwards, as 
part of a fyflem of faith ; but only left it 
(hould have given offence to the Jews, 

If 
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If fkill, or prudence, in thefe circum- 
ftanccs, be not the fame thin^j with caution^ 
I do not know what is meant by caution. 

It has been faid that Athanafius fpeaks 
of the rapidity with which Peter proceeded 
to teach the dodrine of the divinity of 
Chrift. On the other hand> I find no trace 
of rapidity in this account of the apoflles 
conduit. All that approaches to it is that, 
immediately after any mention of the hu- 
manity of Chrift (which he fpeaks of aa 
neceflary on account of the Jewifh preju- 
dices) he fays the apoftles fubjoin fomc 
expreffions which, might have Jed their 
hearers to the knowledge of his divinity | 
but the inftances he produces are fuch aa 
plainly confute any pretenfions to their 
being a diftindt and full declaration of that 
doctrine. 

The firft inftance he gives us is from the 
. fpeech of Peter to the Jews on the day of 
Pentecoft, in which he fays (Adsii. 22.) 
** Ye men of Ifrael, hear thefe words, Jefua 
** of Nazareth, a man approved of God 
'* among you, by miracles and wonders, and 
** figns, which God did by him in the midf^ 
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*' of you, as ye yourfelves alfo know/' In 
this Athanafius acknowledges, that Peter 
preached the proper humanity of Chfift, 
but fays that, immediately afterwards (re- 
ferring to his difcourfe on the cure of the 
lame man in the temple) he called him the 
prince of life (Afl:s iii. lo.) ^* and killed the 
** prince of life whom God hath raifed from 
*' the dead/ 

Had the apoftle meant that his audience 
fhould have underftood him as referring to 
the divinity of Chrift by that expreffion, 
his prudence muft have lafted but a very 
fliort time indeed ; probably not many days. 
If, therefore, his intention was, as Atha- 
fius reprefents it, to preach the dodtrine of 
the humanity of Chrift in the firft place, 
and not to divulge the dodrine of his di- 
vinity till they were firmly perfuaded of hia 
meffiahftiip, he could not mean to allude to 
his divinity in this fpeech, which was ad* 
dreiTed not to the believing^ but to the un- 
believing Jews. At leaft, he could only have 
thought of doing it in fuch a manner as thaf 
his hearers might afterwards infer the doc- 
trine from it; and it muft have required great 

ingenuity. 
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ingenuity, and even a ftfong prepoiTeflion 
in favour of the divinity of CKrift (the re- 
verse of which this writer acknowledges) 
to imagine that this^expreflion of prince of 
lifcy which fo eafily admits of another inter- 
, pretation, had any fuch reference. More- 
over, in all the inftances which Athana- 
fius produces concerning the conduft of 
the apoftles in this refpeft, from the book 
of Ads, he does not pretend to find one \xi 
which the divinity of Chrift is diftindtty 
preached, though he quotes four paflages in 
which his humanity is plainly fpoken of. 

^Befides, had Athanafius thought that the 
apoftle had preached the dodrine of the 
divinity of Chrift: with much efi^edt, it is 
probable that he would have added this 
circumftance to his narrative ; as, from the 
objeft of the work in which the paflage is 
introduced, it may be inferred, that he could 
not but have thought that it would have 
been fufficiently to his purpofe. For, cer-i 
tainly, if he could have added that, not- 
withftanding their caution in preaching this ' 
extraordinary dodtrine (againft which he ac- 
knowledges the Jews had the ft:rongeft: pre- 
judices) 
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judices) the apoftlea neverthelefs did preach 
it with efFedt, and that it was the general 
belief of the Jewilh chriftians in their time^ 
he would have done it* It would certainly 
have favoured his great objcdt in writing 
the piece, viz. the vindication of Dionyfius, 
in ufing a like caution with refpedt to, the 
Sabellians, to have added, that this pru-» 
dence, or caution, was not, in either of th^^ 
two cafes> finally detrimental to the caufd 
of truth. I therefore confider the filerice 
of Athanafius on this head as a negative 
argument of fome weight i and, upon the 
whole, I think that Athanafius muft have 
fuppofed that both the Jewifli and Gentile 
churches were unitarian in the time of the 
apoftles. At leaft, he enables us to infer 
that it muft have been fo, which is quite 
fufficient for my argument* 

Now if this caution was requifite in the 
firft inftance, and with refpeft to the firft 
converts that the apoftlcs made^ it was 
equally requifite with refpecft to the reft, at 
leaft for the fake of others who were not 
yet converted, unlefs the firft (hould have 
been enjoined fecreey on that head. For 

2 whenever 
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whenever it had been known thit the apof- 
tles were preaching not fuch a meffiah as 
they expedtedj viz. a man like themfelves, 
but the eternal God, the difference was fo 
great, that a. general alarm would have been 
fpread, and the converfion of the reft of the 
Jews (to a dodtrine which muft have ap- 
peared fo highly improbable to them) would 
have been impeded. We may therefore 
prefume that the apoftles muft have con-^ 
nived at this ftate of ignorance concerning 
the divinity of Chrift, in the Jewifli chrif- 
tians, till there was little hope of making 
any farther converts among the Jew5, and 
till the gofpel began to be preached to the 
Gentiles. 

Indeed, this muft have been the cafe ac- 
cording to Athanafius's q^n account ; for 
he fays, that thcfe Jew$, being in an error 
thcmfelves, led the Gentiles into the fame 
error. He muft, therefore, be uuderftood 
to fay, that the Jewifli converts, while 
(through the caution of the apoftles) they 
were ignorant of the divinity of Chrift, 
preached the gofpel in that ftate to the 
Gentiles. And as he fpeaks of Gentiles in 

Vol. III. H general^ 
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generaU an5 vcithout any refpe<fl to timc^ and 
alfo of their being actually brotight over to 
that belief, it is impoflible not to under- 
ftand him of this caution, being continued 
till the gofpel had been fully preached to 
the Gentiles as well as to the Jews* Beiides, 

one of the inftances that Athanafius here 

« 

gives of the preaching of the fimple huma- 
nity of Chrift is taken from the difcourfe 
of. the apoftle Paul at Athens, which was 
about the year 53 after Chrift^; and, in- 
deed, at this time the gofpel had not been 
preached to any great extent among the 
Gentiles. For it was on' this very journey 
that this apoftle firft preached the gofpel 
in Macedonia and Greece. 

If, according to Athanafius, the apoftoli- 
cal referve with refpeft to the doctrine of the 
divinitv of Chrift continued till this time 
(and he fays nothing concerning the termi* 
nation of it) Vv^e may prefume that this great 
dodrine, fuppofing it to have been known 
to the apoftles, had not been publicly taught 
by them, till very near the time pf their 
difperfion and death > and then I think it 
muft have come itoo late, even from them. 

For 
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^ For it appears from the book of AvSls, that 
their niere authority was not fufficient to 
overbear the prejudices of theft country- 
men. At lead, the communication of a doc- 
trine of fo extraordinary a naturfc, of which 
they had no conception, muft have occafioned 
fuch ah alarm and condernation, as we mud 
have found fomc traces of in the hiftory of 
the A<5ts of the apoftles. It could not have 
been received without hefitatton and debate. 

If we can fuppofe that the apoftles, fomc 
time before their death, did communicate 
this great and tmexpedted doArinc, the ef-. 
fefts of fuch communication muft have been 
very tranfient. For prefently after the death 
of the apoftles, we find all the Jewifti chrif- 
tians diftinguiihed by the name of Naza- 
renes, or Ebionites, and no trace of the 
doctrine of the divinity of Chrift among 
them. 

When all thefe thiitgs are confidercd, viz. 
that Athanafius acknowledged that it re- 
quired great caution in the apoftles to di- 
vulge the docftrine of the divinity of Chrift, 
and that the gofpel was preached with fuc- 
cefs among thq Gentiles, while the Jew$ 

H % wcra 
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were ignorant of it, it can hardly be doubt- 
ed, but that he maft himfelf have con-*. 
iidered the chrtftlan church in general a$ 
unitarian in the time of the apoftles, at leaft 

till near the trpfie of their difperfion and 
death. 

According to Atbanafius^, the Jews were 
to be well grounded in the belief of Jefus 
being the Chrift, before they could be 
taught the doiftrine of his divinity. ^ Now, 
if we look into the book of A(3:s, we (hall 
clearly fee, that they had not got beyond 
the fir ft leiTon in the apoflolic age, the great 
burden of the preaching of the apoftl^s 
being to perfuade the Jews that Jefus was 
the Chrijl. That he was likewsfe God^ 
they evidently left to their fucceffors, who» 
indeed, did it moft effedtually, though it 
required a long courfe of time to iiiKxedd 
in it. 
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CHAPTER V. 

Of the concurrent Tejiimony of other Fathers 
to the caution of the Apojiles^ in teaching 
the DoSirines of the Pre-^exijience and Di- 
*oinity of Chrijl. 

T Hav€ no great occafion to lay much ftrefs 
on the teftimony of Athanafius, as there 
is that of others of the Fathers fufficiently 
full and clear to the fame purpofe. 

Chryfoftom having faid, that Chrift 
taught his divinity by his works only, 
fays, that " Peter alfo, in the beginning, 
^^ uied the fame method. For that, in his 
** firft difcourfe to the Jews, he taught no- 
^* thing clearly concerning his divinity ; 
** and becaufe they were then incapable of 
^* learning any thing clearly concerning it, 
^* he dwelt upon his humanity ; that, being 
*^ accuftomed to this, they might be pre- 
** pared for what they were to be taught 
" afterwards. And if any perfon," he fays, 
" will attend to the whole of their preach- 

H 3 'Ving, 
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'* ing, he will fee what I fay very clearly » 
'^ For he calls him a man^ and dwells upoa 
*^ his fuffcring and refurredtion, and things 
^' belonging to the fleih. And Paul, when 
*• he fr^eaks of his being the Son of Davi4 
*^ according to fbefe/b, teaches us nothing 
^^ farther, that what belonged to thchuma- 
^* nity unijght be acknowledged. But the 
^* fon of thunder difcourfes concerning his 
'* inyfterious and eternal exiftence j fo tha^, 
^* omitting what he dU, he relate* what he 

The fame writer fays, that the apoftlcs 
concealed the dod:rine of the miraculous 
cqnpeption pn accoppt pf the incredulity of 

wolJIysv ['sjpalnv'] zr^og laidiH; shifjtitrrop^t trifiivyofiav . 3y iyr&in itiiv 
ifft^i mj Seo7»i7©- ouIh reag aa^sg (loBeiv ktxi^v^ 3w6 7 *7o ruf WBfi mg 
oiKCvofjuo^ Bvi^Mlpi^Bi >cyoi$ * ivu tSoig ?) aHfiv\ yvfAVOff^aa ni >^7fn 
»m^ooiv7tom<Ty\ iiia(nia>ia . ^ a ^sPujJo rig Try ijifAiryofiav nsoffcet oen^* 

Xixxs* x) ay7(?$, yu^ roi^ th "ma^Hg i^ nig eofa^acreug j^ rvig ucSa traftux, 
yernio-zag £v3ia7p<^£f y^/oig . ^ IhxvT^ Jc, ol av Acyw, tk 7cve/i0K ar 
cTTspfJUilog Aa^ti xala trapHOj it^ev elspov vf^ag vcuhvEi^ oXX* ok to 
tjroiYiaev im rng oucovcfjuag wa^ti>:mlai ' xai ri/jaig oiJio>^iifj(,sv • a^^' 
rng P^ovmg viog mt^i mg up^tfn km mpooua^at ntAiv vTrof^iug 3laA^ 
7f7ai vuv , fta mro to sTrotfKrev afetg^ to rjv z&tvw. In Jofin, Horn. 

2. Opera, vol- 8. p. 20; 

the 
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the Jews with refpedt to it, and that when 
they began to preach the gofpel, they in- 
fifted chiefly on the refurrecftion of Chrift. 
With refpc^ to the former (and the fame 
may, no doubt, be applied to the latter) he 
fays, •* he did not give his own opinion 
♦* only, but that which came by tradition 
*• from the Fathers and eminent men. He, 
** therefore, would not have his hearers to 
** be alarmed, or think his account of it 
** extraordinary*." 

Thus, he fays, that '* it was not to give 
•* offence to the Jews, that Peter, in his 
** firft fpeech to them, did not fay that 
•* Cbrifi did the wonderful works of which 
*Vhe fpake, but that God did them by him ; 
'* that by fpeaking more modeilly he might 
^* conciliate them to himfelf+Z* The fime 
caution he attributes to him in ** not faying 
«• that Chrift, but that God fpake by the 

§fMf hoyog a»a wale^c^v-- vf^l^^av ^coufjLarav ^ smai^juiv avSiu:* 
In cap. Matt. i. Horn* 3. vol. 7. p. 2C. 

^atiuv t^>MWTinlouu In A£la Apoftolprum, cap. 3, Horn. 6f 
vol. 8. p. 49 1 • 

H 4, " mouth 
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^* mouth 6f his holy prophets, that by thefe 
^* Oicans he might bring them gradually to 
^* the faith*.': 

After trea.ting pretty largely of the con* 
du6t of the apoftles, with refpedl to their 
infifting on the dodrine of the rcfurredion 
of Chrift, rather than that of his divinity, 
immediately after the defcent of the Holy 
Spirit, he fays, *^ As to the Jews who had 
^^ daily heard and been taught out of the 
♦* law. Hear J O Ifrael^ the Lord thy God is 
*' one Lord, and bejides him there is no other\ 
** having feen him (Jefus) nailed to a crofs, ' 
^* yea, having killed and buried him them- 
** felvcs, and not having feen him rifen 
♦^ agaiA ; if they had heard that this perfon 
** was God equal to the Father, would not 
^* they have rcjcfted and fpurned at it.'* I 
want words in Englifh to e^pprefs the force 
of the Greek in this place. The latin tranf- 
lator renders it, nonne maxime pmnes ab his 
verbis ahhorui[fent ^ ac refdiffent et oblatrajfent^ ' 
^* On this account,*' he a^ds, " they (the 

fu^Kiaieiv f/LoTO^ aJlag iwayofjisv©- si; ^triv vifSfjia, In Adta 

Apoftolorum, Horn* 9» yqL 8f p* 511* 

I << apoftles) 
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** apoflles) brought them forwards gently 
^* and by flow degrees, and ufed great art in 
** condefcending to their weaknefs *." 

Chryfoftom reprefents the apoftle as be- 
ginning his epiftle to the Hebrews with 
faying, that ** it was God who fpake. 
•* by the prophets, and not that Chrift 
•* himfelf had fpoken • by them, becaufe 
^* their minds were weak, and they were 
** not able to bear the dodtrine concern- 
^* ing Chrift f. He even fays, that when 

fOfiH^ Axa: Icr^cxii^ xu^io^ o d£®~ as xv^i®- ei; env, y^ 'zrAnv caJln 
wi crtv ct^^y STi ^uT^a raupa iSbvleg 'Sj^o<ni\u/jLevov aulcvy fAa>0^ 3e 
t^ rau^axravle; jy ^a^^avle^y x) ah avaravla ^ea<rafievoiy okhtvIe^ oli 

m^oot 1^ aTreg^cxyvia'ay • Aioili rslo ri^efjuxi 3^ tcala fjuftpov. awa^ 
mpoffCi^xiao'if ^ 'zso?^ fjisv kex^vv^m tn m^ ovyKoiaSounai outcvofjua* 
In Afta Horn. i. Opera, vol. 8. p. 447. 

"f K(U Sea Tt aw£la3; aula zi^i • a yap etfrsv ^e©" i^oT^n^ev 
Mcuhtyi aul®" w >^>ma^ . o^A* i'kzi^ our^ofzig otuluv yfo-av ou -^fU* 
Xpu, J^ «3e^a> axHitv n^uvoeHo ra 'Bszpt m %f/r«, piaiv Se©- 3i aula 
&akfiffi9. In Heb. cap. i. Opera, vol. 10. p. 1756. i. e. 
*' See how prudently he fpoke : for he faid God fpakc 
*' though it was himfelf that fpake ; but becaufe their 
*^ minds were weak and they were not able to bear the 
" things concerning Chrift, he fays God fpake by him** 
N, B. The (f) in the fecond claufe of this paflage muft 

be 
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'* he there fpeaks of Chrift as above the 
^* angels," he ftiU fpake of his huma^ 
nity. '* See/' fays he, '' his great cau- 
^* tion, opa irv (Twiffw Trtv 'zsrow^nv*, the Very expref- 
fion ufed by Athanafius on a fimikr occa* 
fion. 

But we find no trace of either Jews or 
Gentiles having received thcfe fublime doc- 
trines that Chryfoftom alludes to in the 
age of the apoftles* Nay we fee that he 
himfelf reprefents the apoflle Paul as oblig- 
ed to ufe the fame caution with refpedl to 
the Jews, when he wrote the epiftle to the 
Hebrews, which was fo late as A, D. 62. 
about two years before his death. 

Theodoret obferves, that *' in the genea- 
^* logy of Chrift given by Matthew, this 
^* writer did not add according fo the fiejh^ 
*• becaufe the men of that time would not 
♦* bear it/' evidently meaning, that they 
would thereby have been led into a fufpi- 

be inferted by miftake for ('^) or fome other particle, as it 
Cpntradidls what is faid in the clofc of the fentepce, and 
the obvious fenfe of the whole* Or perhaps, the firft Sc®* 
/hould have been xf's"©"« 
^ JnHeb, cap. i. Opera, vol. 10. p. I755« 

^ cion 
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cion that, in the idea of the writer, he had 
fome higher origin, and that they would 
have been oBFended at it. '^ But the apof- 
** tie Paul,** he fays, *' could not avoid that 
'« expreiCon in his epiftle to the Romans." 
He adds that, " before his death, not ouly 
^* to the other Jews, but to the apoftles 
** themfelvea, he did not appear as a God, 
** nor did his miracles lead them to form 
'* that opinion of bim+." This writer alfo 

f H yap TV KcSa aot^ita vpoa-^rmt ouvnl^ai u; jh Sss ^ voIpq^ 
mog fffF o^ndtt; Moila mv Sco7d7(X . sSe yap sm tuv t87o f/am ovhn 
finp ofttHat^ cnv iv^tiv to xala aofua iff^oaiaifjLevov • t^ iia^v^ o 
ftaitafto^ Ma%»Of q euayytXtrm * sipiiuog yap A^paofJL syewnffg ray 

Iraan^ Iffftofi f^^evmre tov laxuG^ Ioku^ Se eyewna-e rov Iniiaiv^ ^ 
f^afftfii tfe^ inif ytncO^iaoi 3t£|£XSfav, ^Sa/is to nd\a va^na wpo- 
ri^futfy • ax nf AeoT7s ya^ auJcng av^^aTTotg ffaiy n TOtaJk vpocr^n^ • 
fSat&a 3k, £7f 1^ UK ov^gciiTr®' fjLovov cnv, o^^a )y ^eo( vgoai63viog 
p svai&pmnvra; 9?o$ ^070$, th ffTre^fjLotlo; ra AaSii fWifMytua-oi o 
^uog ofjrofo}^^ {tvayKaiaig ro uala aa^Ka 'flr^orfSeixe, 0*9^0); tj/x^ 
iUcfia^'^ 'BTO); iitv vio^ bu ts Ssjf, 'Brco; h rts Ao£ii' exfYi/jLalue — JJpo 
11X9 T8 ray^Ti x) Tjj 'arafi«f , ^^(TTToln; xp^^^i ^ i^^ ''0*5 «?^ij 
JsSoiof;, o^^x x^ aty7o(^ -: 01^ a^oroXot; 8x eSox ci 2wai ^£o$ • "apoceTm 
toncy yof to|^ av^^oj^ivo:;, la^ioila tb iy tsmfla^ >^ xad£v3bt7^, x) x^ 
9r(ttv7^ SsfufiEvof) >^ sSiE Ta ^avfiola cuHag fis^% ravinv ewoirrya rnv 
Sclav • avIiKo^ rptvi/v ro xala rnv ^a?^Tlav ^tacrayiAyoi ^aufxa sksyw 
vs&ofxoq cf IV nio^ av^pavo;^ oli k; n ^a^^ajtra x^ 01 avifjLOi VTrottaacm 
mtHa ; iia roi niio xj xy^wj £?^£ 'Trpog aulag . 'aroWwf e;^^ Pisystv 
VfUV| «WC 8 JwflwSf Parai^Biv a^i* — !!/>(( /a£V 8V t» wafes rciczJIag 

3 f'iC^ 
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iays. that the apoilles in mentioning the Tub- 
jcdion of Chrirt to the Father (i Cor.xv.) 
Ipake of him more lowly than was oe* 
ccffary for their advantage ♦/* 

GEcumenius alfo fays, that ^^ Peter in hts 
•' firft fpecch, though by faying that Cbrifi 
<* rofe according to tbefiej)^^ he intimated that 
'^ he was God, yet refers all to the Father^ 
^' that they might receive his (aying8*f/' 
He makes the fime obfervation on Peter*s 
faying, the promife of the Spirit was from the 
Father. •* He refers things to the Father, 



Coffit^ ftj Ti wouyiY mvtvfjiaki tTtfoSirnvf mJ ra^ maAi a m m^ 
fjuSafyiai a; tvfit7^v, ua>ifiti mHa to ciCofffuof eiqpMt tytmrm 
mwcelki ot mmuoflt;^ ok k] Sro^ fn« x) t« dn t/Mottm ^m. la 
Rom. cap. t. Operi, vol. 3. p. 15. £d. Hale. 

YKf t/^9^fUfo^ $>aSnif, rjoim v^onScotf, rcanifstkfon; xp^^"WC 
Xry»< Ita rm oatnn tufO^iea. In I Cor. xv. Open, VoL 3. 
p. 273. 

f Keti «/f v)4< wyHp lu T*r Xf^^^r* *^^ 9€M9 %yKmfAtMm 

«p«c Ti/L(9f «; t* >(rM To «7 Ufi V, TV ;^firir /l^«r1«i T«^ 
^ipi T«c 4iMr«n«< Aeyor . <} ■« fiTir, oil t7«^fiM«7t «v)* 
f ^tf «A\* /Mti^oy K^ mTttLfmCAjtf ir, to irtfort to /• a«I« 
#«f4ui «iifvT7or7d( in% •! c^OiKXfVH* 1^ rvttrif «r Tii 
«r«7f I . ^4rTA /• TOP v«7f I ^Ats^naiit mml rut «^«f<A6* 
•r7ai T« Ai^ofiir«. Optra, toL a. p. ti. 

•* that 
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*' that he might draw his hearers *." Again^ 
he obferves, that he faid " the Father^ and not 
'*' Chrift, promifed that appearance by Joel f/' 
On another part of his fpeech, in which 
mention is made of God glorifying his Son 
yefus^ he fays, ^' he fpake humbly conccrn- 
^MnghimJ/' 

Quoting Theodoret, he *^ calls low dif* 
»^* courfds concerning Chrift ihc Jirjl ele-^ 
** merits. To thofe who were not capablp 
<* of a pcrfed: faith, the preachers of the 
^* gofpel offered what relates to the huma-* 
*' nity of Chrifl. Thus the blefTcd Peter 
^' preaching to the Jews, meafures his doc-» 
♦* trine by the weaknefs of his hearers. 
** For he fays, ^efus of Nazareth, a man 
** approved of God among you. And ye 
^* have need, he fays^ from negligence, 
*^ not being fuch (i. e, perfcft) of milk,. 
♦* not of flrong meat. He calls low diC- 

* K«i 4ftixiV'i» 'tfctTfi AVATi^fi^i roy'iyopcf. piJ'tymf 
frr» T«f itK^9ATA^ ^TTiwym^woi. Oecumen* vol. i* p. 2i« 
f K*T ctpx«8^ iiff ytti Toy ayp«Trt [vaUtftt] i/^%yi9 a r^ 

y^fl^QV ATretfyti/itL^AiTuTO S'lA IwwA ▼» '•"pO^HT*. Vol.1. p.8i. 

^aufjLcHagynirM — ra isfoa^&vai rov mcaSix. h yog to avlb^b&tfvy m 
mfof^mm j«&)( hati&v. Ibid. p. 28. 

courf^s 
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•* courfcs concerning Chrifl, thofc that rc- 
*• late to the flcfti, milkt and Jlrong tneai 
•* for the pcrfcdt, difcoui^fes concerning the 
** divinity of Chrift. For thoic^ there<^ 
** fore, who were babes in faith, there was 
** need of low difcourfes, as milk is fit 
•* for babes ; but for the perfedk in faith» 
** there was need of f trong meat, the fublime 
•• philofophy concerning Chrift* Every 
•* one, he fays, who partakes of milk, that 
•* is, every one, who wants thcfc low 
'* difcourfes concerning the humanity of 
•* Chrift (for they are milk) is onfkilfuf, 
** and not a partaker of the word of righte« 
•* oufnefs. By the word of righteoufncff, 
'^ he means the doctrine of the divinity of 
" Chrift, &c.«" 

«nfi xf^ ^^^^ fiuAm • TBH Tflf imit «» rm mtt 

I^mAmv TV off^mia rm manlkn. I^^nr yap, tfit^ rm Nmttifmn^ 
a»3fA em ru Snr a'xtithtnmtfw tn i^u^. Kjn I' t ypt A xpM» f^iP* 

tr rtfUK T^^^ . r:xxa xr^ii nK ToTtiysf viyi Xfn )^0y«(, ti( vip 
TiK evfmot : fff f J9 % T^9^. iTK tiAmk r^( «ip t«( SiASn 4iA * 



I 
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** Having called difcourfes concerning 
^* the humanity of Chrift, xXitfirJi principlesf 
** and thofe concerning his divinity />^r/^r- 
** tion^ left they fhould deipond, as not 
*• being worthy of the moil pcrfe6t dif* 
** courfe^y be endeavours to give them thofc 
•* that were perfedt. And he fays fo, but 
f^ not in the fame fenfe in which he had 
*' ufed the word perjeSl before, for they 
•*' were not able to bear it. But he difpofes 
^' his difcourfe in another manner^ catiing 
•' firft principles, baptifm, the impofition of 
•' hands, and the fign;" perhaps that of the 
crofs, ** and perfection, the philofophy of 
•* works*" 

« iaJ^Ao^ 7w)yof , icj Ta ;hj/n?w 'ZD"P/>i %ftr« ioyfjuxla* In Heb* Opera, 
vol. 2. p. 353. 

lijtsi 3i? tou^ 'sjf^i $£o7>)7(^, iva fin a^niMvacriv hIci^ cog (JOi a^it/ASvoi rav tc- 
?^0iE^6JV T^dJV >£y£iv Tgj TSMtag tsti^aicu . Xeyei 3f . s;^ «; av« TSAfiS^ 
tiwtX£o*s, (« vaf icrxwov oKntrai .) aWi' eTe^wj /iic^o3££/f< tov Aoyov, 
ofX'i*' /*^i' 'f piXTrlifff/a Ma}iUVy xj tuv ev chUu tuv %fif«v E^nSfcnf iij 
r^fayiJa, 7£>^iolr!Ja 3k, tw 3i f^«y ft>^<rofict»^ Photius in 
CEcumen. in Heb. vol* 2. p. 354. 

Convnenting 
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Commenting on Heb. v. 7. he was heard, 
** in that be feared, CEcumenius fays, ** this 
** he faid on account of the weaknefs of his 
•^ hearers *.'* And again, fpeaking of God 
having raifed up Chrift, he fays, '* the di- 
^ vine Paul often fpeaks in a low fl^le ; fay- 
^* ing. That the Father raifed up Chrift f /* 

Theophylad:, commenting on Heb. i, 
fays, •* Why did he not fay that Chrift fpakc 
** to us ? It was both becaufc they were 
*' weak, and not yet able to hear concerning 
*« Chrift, and to ftiew, that the Old and the 
** New Teftament have the fame author J/' 

I ftiall now proceed to (hew, that, in the 
opinion of the fame Fathers, the apoftles 
thought it neceffary to obferve the fame 
caution in teaching the doftrine of the di- 
vinity of Chrift to the Gentiles, that had 
been requifite with refpedt to the Jews. 

* Yjm siaaxsa^Ei^ . To<rs7ov, ^ijirty, £a>ii«{<7Sn, o7i x) avern . Ta7p 

naff^iviaruv owsiovlm- In Heb. vol. 2. p. 349»'^ , 
fivriv avama'MTov xj^ifov. Ibid. p. 310^ 

K; htitifuu9^ uk n 'saMia ^ n Kouvn^ m^ sn x!S iHoyls* Vol. 2t 
p. 876. 



Chap. VI. of Athanafms. 113 



CHAPTER VL 

Of the Caution obferved by the Apajiles in 
teaching the DoStrines of the Pre-^exijlence 
(ind Divinity of Qhriji to the Gentile Con^ 
verts. 

nPHE apoftles found the Jews fully per^ 
fuaded concerning the dodlrine of the 
iivine unity, and on that account they are 
reprefented by the Fathers as cautious how 
they taught the dodrine of the divinity of 
Chrift, left their hearers fhould have been 
ftaggered at it, as if they had preached two 
Gods. The Gentiles were in a quite dif- 
ferent fituation, believing in a multiplicity 
of Gods ; on which account it might be 
thought to require lefs caution to teach this 
favourite dodlrine to them. But then, for 
the fame reafon for which it was thought 
improper^ for Mofes and the prophets to 
teach it to the Jews, in the former periods 
of their hiftory, when they were in danger of 
falling into idolatry, it was equally improper 
to infift upon it with the Gentiles, left they 
ftiould have been encouraged to perfevcre 
^ Vol. III. I in 
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in the fame fyftcm. Alfo, after they were 
brought to the worfhip of one God, they 
would have been no lefs averfe to fuch a 
dodlrine as the trinity than the Jews. On 
this account it was not lefs hazardous, ac- 
cording to Chryfoftom, to teach the doc- 
trine of the divinity of Chrift to the Gen- 
tiles than it had been to the Jews. 

In the paflage, part of which I have quoted 
above, after obferving, that if the appftlcs had 
not conducted themfelves in this cautious 
manner with refpecS to the Jews, their wholp 
doftrine would have appeared incredible to 
them, he adds^ '' and at Athens Paul calls 
** him" ( Jcfus) ** fimply a man, and nothing 
*^ farther, and for a good reafon. For if 
*^ they often attempted to ftone Chrift him- 
*^ felf, when he fpake of his equality with 
** the Father, and called him on that account 
** a blafphemer, they would hardly have re* 
** ceived this dodtrine from fifliermen, efpe- 
" cially after fpeaking of him as crucified, 
** And why do I fpcak of the Jews ? when 
** at that time even the difciples of Chrift 
** himfelf were often difturbed and fcanda^ 
** lized at him, when they heard fublime 

^^dodrines 
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" dodrines ; on which account he faid, / 
have many things to fay to youy but .ye are 
not yet able to bear them. And if they 
could not bear thefe things, who had liv-- 
ed fo long with hini, aad had received fo 
•' many myfterics, and fecn fo many mira'- 
•* cles^how could men, who were then firft 
'* taken from their altars^ idols^ and facri- 
*' fices» and cats^ aod crocodiles (for fuch 
was the worfhip of the heathen $) and 
being then firft brought off from thefe 
abominations^ readily receive fublimedoc- 
^\ trines * ?'• 

Theodorct, commenting on i Cor. viii. 
6. T^o us there is one God the Father y and one 

fvmn • &M0I0); , £1 yap auhv rov Xf^rm SkeXEyo/ACvov 'srspi mg eig to» 

OM^iV) irxfi^ yctp "sro^a rav oKbuv ntlov rov hoyov ehioaHo, ^ tu7o rov 
faupo9 wpox^fno'aeHog. Km ri t& "Xeynv th; lit^amg * (nmye x) atHoi 
^t^livc^OtOHig 01 fia^ou ruf u^tXolipav atusovleg s^afU^avlo le} tawaiSa' 
?i^oih. iia TiiJo j^ £Xe7£ 'sroV^ e/fi^ hsyeiv Vfuv oT^* a hvas^^t^ra^etv 
aft • St h exsivot hk eiuvaiHo oi cvyyeyof4£voi xj^om tootSov^ x) ToaitJa:^ 
woamnffoBllsg onroq^m^ m^ Toaavia deaffofjiivoi ^aufiotiot^ wg ov^^uttoi 

yap nif tuv e>^^uy a^afffMxia ; >^ t(uv a^^uy rf^ Hcotuv role 'ap^ilov 
mvo^Traa^ellsg^ oc^^oov "^ng t^nihiig ruv ioyfAxlav sh^avlo hoyag. In 
Afta, Horn, i. Opera, vol. 8. p. 447. 

I z Lord 
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Lord Jefus Chrtft^ fays, •** Here he calls the 
*' one Gody and the othclr Lordy left hef 
** fhould give thofe who were jiift freed 

■ 

** from heatheniftn, and had learned thfc 
** truth, a pretence for nstuming to their 
** heathenifm and idolatry */' 

CEcumenius, on the fanae place, fays*, 
** The apoftle fpeaks oaatioufly concerning 
** the Father and the i8oil, ^jailing the Father 
** the one God, left they ^ould think therfe 
•• were two Gods ; ^d the Son the one 
*' Lord, left thcyihould think there were 
*^ two Lords. For if he had fard God and 
•^ Gody the Greeks^ fmnir their ignorance, 
** would have thought it had been poly- 
'* theifm ; or if he had faid Lord and Lord, 
" they would have thought there wer€ many 
** Lords. This is the reafon why he now 
<* fay?, that the Father was God, and the 
*^ Son Lord. For he had pranifed that with 
** us there was but one God. Had he called 
*^ both the Father and the Son God, and 

* EvtcaAa (joiki rov fjiev iscv vpoaytyopsun^ rov is mffm ^vfaym 
rot; ByaTxog rrig Ex^nvoojj 'jn^cvng awoX^ayciffi, J^ mr eih^tcaf /Asla- 
fjuxBiun, mccpcurx?\ vgopaatv sig rnv vtiKiAiiif ifoTrarm vcOM^j^ofAamTai* ' 

In Loc, Opera, vol. 3. p. 158. 

'' Lord 
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** Lord^ he would have been found ading 
•* contrary to his own aflirmation to the 
«* Greeks, and would have appeared to have 
" introduced many Gods, and many Lords. 
" Therefore he calls the Father God, and 
«* the Son Lord ; condefcending to the ftatc 
** of novices in the Greeks*.'* Again^ 
fpeaking of God having raifed Chrift from 
the dead, he fays, ** the apoftle herein con-* 
^^ defcends to them as children, not that 
" Chrift Was not able to raife himfelf-f;" 
Thcodoret alfo, in his expofition of 1 Cor* 
15. in which the apoftle fays, that the Son 
** wasfubiedl to the Father^ fays, ** the divine 
** apoftle, fearing the evil that might arife 

* Ai6 kau hIod; off^a)^; rs moilfof kcu m mn ifjmj% * rev /JLip 

msOt^ ziTtm iva ^eov^ iva /An ft/o Btug vofM(ru<Ti^ tov xai viov tvauv* 

f MVi iva fin ^uo Hvput; vofMff6}<riv ' SI ya^ sittb Beov xai dfoy, ^aoXuBua^ 

aif ff| carufioi evofjuaav ExXttve^, yj ku^iov kou hu^iov^ 'tsoUAW^Ma a» 

tKfjuffov . art xai th vuv uTrtiv ^sov tscSi^a xcu xv^m tov vm oujh n 

aSta . w yaf i/joa-xoiiBVOi 'aof nfjuv eva Scoy uvea . u hv tiTrtv hm 

709 'malifa km rov uiov^ ^£ov n xv^iovt ^aa^dv EuptaKzIo m ouuia jmo' 

cXJ^<rtt ocrov tr^o^ E>^nva; evavlmfisvo^', hcu isoTJ^tiav n 'aoTiUtwfiMa 

HcSa TO fcuvo/uvov uoayuv . iio dccv wttov tov nsrcSepa^ xupov tiTtt 

90V MOV, TYi m/mMi avyxala^Mvuv tw E^nvoiv. Opera, vol. I. 
p. 492. 

'f O ?£ $£oj i^ TOV xu^iov YiyEiftv, E% vnTTioi; wiv^ till cuTxaiA* 
CflUMiy, xai nffpog mv vmiMa avjav >^a>iiv • fxn Bo^u^yi^yh axuffog oli 
Q 9«o5 Tw xp^^<^ wyei^ev . h yotf tTTn xx icx^^^iv eavlov eyei^ai, Ttflo 

fmw. Ibid. p. 469. 

•' *' from 
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•' from the Grecian mythology^ added thefe 
things, fpcaking in low terms for their 
advantage*.*' 

According to CEcumenius, thofc whom 
John, in his firft epiftle, addrefles as cbi!^ 
dren, were thofe who were acquainted with 
the humanity of Chrid only, as the grown 
men were thofe who knew his divinity. 
Of the latter he fays, that ** they knew him 
'^ that was from the beginning. But who 
is from the beginning, but God the logos^ 
who was in the beginning with God?** 
He rcprefents him as explaining his own 
meaning in the following manner : '^ Since 
'* I knew that you will receive my writings 
*^ according to the difference in your ages, I 
** muft meafure mydoArine according tojfour 
*^ ages, and difcourfe with fome as children 
^* who know the Father," he means God the 
Father only ; ^^ but to others as fathers, who 
'' know more than the children, and not as 
the father only, but as without origin and 
unfearchable, for he was in the begin- 
** ning. To thcfe I muft addrcfs naore pcr- 



€€ 
€€ 
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tmtnm yfifiyiot B^^% rmla wpon^mt^ rtanwAfnoi x^ rtfum 
VytiC 3ia rm uumn aiftitfioy. Opera, vol. 3. p. aoi. 

**fea 
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v^'fcd difcourfcs */' Inconfiftently, how- 
ever, with this, he fays, that " by thofe who 
** defiy the Son, ih this epiftlc, are meant 
*' they who fay that Chrift was a mere 
** ibao ;" and yet he fays, that ** by thofe 
•* who denied that Jefm wqs the Chriji, were 
** meant the Gnoftics/' 

Theophyladt, commenting on i Cor. i. 8. 
lays, '* Since Paul was writing to the 
** Greeks, who worfhipped many Gods, 
** and many Lords, on this account he 
•^ does not call the Son God, left they 
** iOiould think there were two Gods, as 
*' being accuftomed to polytheifm. Nor 
" did he call the Father Lord^ left they 
*^ fhould think there were many Lords. 
•* For the fame reafon he made no mention 

* 0\^ MM iX'tv mv ym<riv th «t «/W^ fiagn^Ei • rig h o aw 

fnn9 9Tug VfAOf Oiiix nana ra; tcov ri^Mim ?i ifo^a^ ie^ofASwg ra %ap 
i/M ypafOfU¥af eaarm HOfAS 'aa^OfiXT^oa m iia^wsi tng yihxiag 
iffAoav tfn iiioffKoXiav, hoi Toig fAiv ag vcuiiotg rjreyvatcoa'i rw varspa 
(^£yci h Toy ^ew) iict^x^^ • '^^i ^^ ^i varrpot0'tvj Oi «A£oy exact 
r0f iffottiiav Kara m» yvuo'iv^ to fun ug *Barifa fMVOv iTnyxuHSvcUf 
a^^a Kcu ug ava^xf^ mm oiitiiTYerog • nv yof £y a^ • ^giSoig h mm 
rt}^epa/ ait'op vscfa^n^ visncoffdM hoya • In John> Opera, 
vpl. 2. p. 570. 

I 4 *' of 
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« of the Holy Spirit, {Jjaring thciiircakneft 
** of bis hearers ; as the prophets . do not 
^* mention the Son clearly, on account of 
•*^the Jews, left they Ihould think of a 
** generation with paffion*." In his Coin-* 
tnentary on i Col, i. 12. he obferves, that 
** Paul mentions giving thanks to the Fa- 
^* ther only. He docs the fame/' he fays, 
*' in the epiftle to the Corinthians, bring- 
f * ing them gradually to the dodtriiie con- 
^' cerning the Son *f'' ^ 

The fame writer, in his Comoientary on 
I Tim. ii. 5. There is one God, and one me-^ 
diator between God and Man, the man Chrijl 
ye/us ^ faySii ^< |ie does not ipeak plainly 

. » ■ ' * 

^^ concerning the deity of Chri^, becaufe 
<' polytheifm then abounded, and left hf 

^^wClVOv\dLi }^ *iro\VKV§iollllet • J\let Tttjo^ ttTs 3^ top ViOf 'd'ior 
WJTiV, IVtt fin cTc/O ^i^ VOyLiffa^tft (l\l *WOKV^itA €Ffl'd>/0'/U£« 

ydi • i/Je )^ rov nr(£li^(t KVfiov, tVA (jlv ^o>^hs Kvftvf j^ «-rtf 
fj/x/y ilvAi I'o^acu A/* tAvjnv /e 7m Ai\iA¥, »/« tk «'i'it/- 
ftalof iyivm^n ivjAV'^As pti^ofJitvof ttif A^tvuAf rap AKtsevr. 
^av * fi}0'7gp >^ oi 'Ofo^nlcu 7v via c'a^^ » (jLifinniv^Al, <^tA 79 f 
InJ^AtHff'iPA (JLfi tiATA^n veiJLl&a^i rtip yiWHWiP* Opera, 

vol. 2* p. 226. 

f Oi/7« 3^ iv Tit iffH Kofli^fv; tfanL H^fiA^ ty£f 
Ca^O aws Uf 70P 9e^i mk ho'^oy^ Vol. 2« p. 631. 

'^* ihould 
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^ (hould be thought to introduce mAiy 
^ gods ; where, though he fays, ont and 
<^ Mf, he does not put therti together, and 
** fay two^ but only one and one. Soch £9 
«« the caution of the fcriptures. • On thi* 
<* account he makes no mention of the 
^^ Spirit, left he fhould feem to be a poTjr^r 
•'thcift^/' • » 

Such abundant evidence as this, when 
there is nothing to oppofe to it (and many 
inore pafiages to the fame purpo/e mighty* 
1 doubt not, be colleded, if it could be 
Aought that they were at all wanting) muft 
furely fatisfy all the impartial, that, in thtc 
opinion of the chriftian Fathers, the doc- 
trines of the prc-cxiftence and divinity of 
Chrifl: were confidered as being of fuch a 
nature, as that it would not have been pru- 
dent to rifk the communication of them 
cither with Jews or Gentiles, on their firft 

%WU/9 VeXt^fia 7071 IXffltTfl, J^ IfA fJUt fOfJLtff^n ^ «C/Tfi 

v/t 7v <rnv//47«f, tfA fifl /o^n 'vo^v^ftff iimi. Vol. 2. 
P- 757* 

converiioD 
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conyerfion to chriflianity. And the plain 
inference from this is, that the orthodox 
Fathers muft neceflarily have fuppofcd, 
that the chrilUan church, in general, was 
at firft unitarian, and that it continued to be 
fo a confiderable time. For none of thenar 
fay, or hint, when this caution on the part 
of the apoftles ceafed ; and they repr^fent: 
them as ufing it in the very lateft of their 
writings, as in thofe from Paul after his 
confinement at Rome, and therefore not 
long before the deftrudion of Jerufalem. 
At that time, therefore, they muft have 
thought that the great body of chriftians 
were unitarians, and without being con- 
fidered as heretics on that account. 

But the moft decifive proof of this is 
their univerfally concluding, that the doc- 
trines of the pre-exiftence and divinity of 
Chrift were never taught clearly and expli* 
citly till it was done by John, in the intro- 
du6:ion to his gofpel, which they fuppofed 
to have been publiflied among the laft o^ 
the books of the New Teftament, and after 
the death of the other apoftles. 

CHAP- 
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CHAPTER VII. 

'Of yohn being thought to have been the Jtrjl 
ivho clearly and boldly taught the doSirines 
of the Pre-exiftence and Divinity of Chrifl. 

A S this is an article of confiderable con* 
fequence, I (hall produce a redundance 
of evidence in fupport of it ; nothing being. 
better calculated to fatisfy us, that, in the 
opinion of the chriftian Fathers, the doc- 
trines of the pre-exiftence and divinity of 
Chrift were not generally received in the 
life-time of the other apoftles ; and, there- 
fore, that fimple unitarianifm could not have 
been confidered as any herefy in the early 
ages.- Thefc authorities I fhall produce, 
as I have generally done others, nearly in 
the order of time in which the writers 
flourifhcd. I fhall only firft obferve, that 
John feems to have got the title of Sa^oy®-, 
divine^ from this circumftance, of his teach-- 
ing the doArine of the divine logos, which 
was fuppofed to be peculiar; to him. This 
J appellation 
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appellation is given to him in the title to 
the book of Revelation. , It is n^entioncd 
by Athanafius in his Sermd Major de Fide\ 
and alfo by C^ril of Alcxandria-f-* For a 
fimilar reafon Ifaiah is ftiled Theologus by 
Eufebius, in. If. xxiv, \o.% 

1 {hall alfo remind my reader in this 
pUce, that this hypothefis of John hav- 
ing taught the doctrine of the divinity 
of Chrifl in the introdudtion of hi$ gof«- 
peU does not occur in the earlieft writers^ 
Thefc being nearer to the fource of infpr* 
mation^ fay that John had, a view to the 
GnofUcs only, both in his epifUes, and 
the introdudiion to bis gofpel. This was 
the opinion of Irenaras, who wrote about 
the year 170; for which fee this work^ 
vol, L p. 253*. The firft writer who fay f 
|hat John meant the unitarians, I believe^ 
«f as Origen* 

* Montfaucon's Colleftio, vol. 2. p. 13. 
\ Horn. Opera, vol. 2- p* 75* / 

( :^ Montfaucon'$CoUe£lio| vol. i(. p.450f 
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^be ^AcknowUdgments of the, Cirifiian Fi 
; f her sr that John was the jirjl, who taught 
the doSlrines above-mentioned. , 
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i^RIGEN, though a zealous defender of 
the dodtrines of the pre;-exiAence and 
divkiity of Chrift, yet, as will appear in 
its proper place, only corifideried them as 
more fublime doftrines, fit for the more 
perfeft chriftiaris. He fays, that ** John 
•* alone introduced the knowledge of the 
•* eternity of Chrift to the minds of the 
*^ Fathers*/* ^* John himfelf was tranf- 
** formed into God, and'io became partaker 
.'* of the truth, and then pronounced that 
"the«>or^of God was in God from the 
'* beginning -j-/* 

* Jeannflsfbia ejus aetema m notitiamfiddium anima-^' 
rum introducit. Opera, vol- 2. p. 4^8. . • 

f San^us itaque theologus in deum tranfmutatus, veri- 
tatis pardceps, domini verbum fubfiftere in deo principio, 
boc eft deum filium in deo patre, pronunciat. Ibid. 

2 *^ No 
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** No one/' fays this writer, *^ taught the 
** divinity of Chrift fo clearly as John, who 
prefents him to us, faying, / am the lighf 
of the world, I am the way^ the truths and 
'^^ the life, I am the nfurreSHon, I am the 
•* gate, I am the good fhepherd, and in the 
•* Revelation, / am the alpha and the omega^ 
•* the beginning and the end, the firji and the 
•* laji. We may therefore boldly fay, that* 
** as the gofpels are the firft fruits*' (or the 
moft excellent part) " of the fcriptures, 
fo the gofpel of John is the firft fruits of 
** the gofpels j the fenfe of which no per-* 
** fon can conceive, except he who reclines 
** on the breaft of Jefus, and who receives 
** from Jefus his mother Mary, and makes 
" her his own. He muft be another John> 
•* who was fhewn by Jefus as another Jefus. 
•* For he who is perfefl: does not himfelf 
•* live, but Chrift lives in him. And fincc 
*• Chrift lives in him, he fays to Mary con- 
*' cerning him,. Behold thy Son, Chrift 
'' himfelf*." 

tdi l»Avvnf9 nfctftt^moi AXfiov MyofT^, iy» n^i to ^»c rk 
>c#r/ctv, iy» ufjtt n o/cf, 3^ Ahn^ucCf 1^ it ^an • iy» f/fci 9 
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The meaning of this is, that, to have the 
knowledge of the fublime dodtrines of the 
pre-exiftence and diyinity of Chrift, as taught 
by John, a man muft be a chriftian of the 
firji clafs and rank^ far above the ordinary 
fort. He muft be a fecond John, and a 
fecond Jefus, imbibing their fpirit, and 
entering into their moft profound meaning. 

Eufebius, fays, that '* John began the 
*' do<ftrine of the divinity of Chrift, that 
** being refer ved for him, as the moft 
** worthy*./* 

But he who wrote the moft largely, and 
the moft eloquently on this fubje£t is Chry- 

If.iv *a(Lvw yfA^»f fivoA Tet iv*yyt\iAf rm tS'i tvAyyihaa 

AVA^i^tep eTi 70 Tui^Q- IvffVf^ (JLHiJ^ AaC«y ctTo Iii^v rnf 
liAftAp ytPQixiynv 3^ at/7» (AimfA; x) rn^utTopJ^i yincr^Oi 

J^il TOV iffOfXeVOP A>hOV lQi>A'>VtiVi ttf Ti OlOVil^TOP ItOAPfVP Al* 
^^npAl OPT A InffttP ATO ln^}S — km yAf IPAf TlTi\U»fJttP^ 
^H HKtTt^ A\K* iP AVT» ^ft J^p/ro^, KOd iVll ^l| %p AUTi$ 

yj?iT^, MyiJAi'^ift «ti/7» 7if Mflepi4,i/i w^^ o** o;^!^^* 
Comment, in Johan. vol. 2. p. 5. 

^tfPiVl^ATOf OIA K^in^Cft VAfATi^V^AyfJiipni . TAVrA flip ¥V 
ftfliV «gp/ 7»K 7» KATA luAPPtlP ZVAyfihlH yfA^nf %lf9T9wi 

Hi(l. lib. 3* cip. 24. p.iiy. 

foftom, 



X 
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ipAom. And it will be fccn that the great* 
nej6 of the myflcryt its alarming appears 
anoe to the Jewe, and the extreme oiutioa 
of the evangelifts and apoftles in divulging 
iCt gave him great fcope for magnifying the 
cotnge of John, in teaching what the other 
apioflles had only ventured to hint atf and 
which was referved for him» as they^n of 
thunder^ and whofe emblem was tbt tagle^ 
to exprefs his foaring higher than any other 
thai had gone before him. 

" John/' he fays, *' alone taught the etcr^ 
•* naland fuperceleftial wifdom*." *• John 
** iird lighted up the lamp of theology ; and 
** all ^he moil diftant churches running to 
*^ it, lighted up their lamps of theology, and 
•* returned rejoicing, (aying, In the iegin^ 
?* ing was tbt logos f.*' 

Chryfodom rcprcfents all the preceding 
tvrltcrs of the New Tcftamcnt as children^ 
who heard, but did not undcriland things, 
*' and who were bufy about cheefe-cakei 

L 0|>crat vol. 6. p. 235. 

«m4«, M^ ifwtffi^ Xfltfvoy tt ofx^ m ^sTHt IbiJ. p. 604* 

''and 
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/• and childifli fports*, but John," he fays, 
"taught what the angels themfelves did 
" not know before he declared it^;" and 
he reprefcnts them as his moft attentive au- 
ditors. ** Leaving the Father," he fays, 

* he (John) difcourfcd concerning the Son, 

* becaufe the Father, was known to all, if 

* not as a Father, yet as God, but the 

* unbegotten was unknown J." 
Of the three firft evangelifts, he fays, 

* they all treated of the flefhly difpenfation, 

* and filently by his miracles, indicated his 

* dignity. The dignity of the logos of 

* God was hid, the arrows againft the he- 

* retics were concealed, and the fortifica- 

* tion to defend the right faith was not 

* raifed by the pious preaching. John, 

* therefore, the fon of thunder, being the 

e&u^fioHa mouiuia. In Johan. i. Opera, vol. 8. p. 2. 

■f A fMiJe oTfYtNii ^iffptv n riilov ysvE^^i r$turoe9 • fA£^' yiiauiv yag 
in *cu siloi Sbs rni laawa fuvr^ hcu 3i fifJiav EyLo&ov amg £yvufAsr» 
Ibid. 

X Ti' ^OT av rw 'Boilifa o^eij, ^e^i m via iiaO^Sau : ok 

f/mTY&nK rr/mih. Ibid. p. ii. 

. Vol. III. K '«laft 
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** laft, advanced to the doftrine of the lo- 
" gos/' or the divinity of Chrift*. 

*' In the beginning was the word. This 
'^ do(&rinc was not publifhed at firft, for 
*^ the world would not receive it. Whefe- 
** fore Matthew, Mark, and Luke*' (John 
is here added, but it mult be an interpola- 
tion) *' began at a diftance. When they 
•^ began the preaching, they did not imme- 
*'* diately fay what was becoming his dig- 
** nity, but what would fuit the hearers, 
** Matthew, beginning his gofpel, fays, 
** The book of the generation of Jefus Cbriji^ 
^^ the Jon of David^ the fon of Abraham. 
*' Why does he not fay the fon of God? 

^la Ttf V ^avtmlm^ eyvw^if 0? T7J9 a^iav . EKpmlelo h 'ill t« ^w ^joya 
a^iafjta^ Ek^vttIbIo Je roc Kola ray cu^elixuv Gii^iy j^ to rug o^g 
2bf)i$ ETTileix^a'iJLa nh'jrole ra Hn^vyfjuzk mg Eac£aa; tytfytfo, hmms 
TOivyV: w©" Tfig P^ovlr]^^ ro^2ij\ouog^ 'aaqrf&iv STfi mif ^toT^oyiaaf* De 
SigillisjOp. vol. 6. p 173. N. B* The fenfe of the paflage 
abfolutely requires mpuTrlilo and not sxrigurlilo in both the 
claufes, and in the latter it is fo rendered by the Latin 
tranflator, though not in the former. The obfervation,.that 
the firft verfes in the gofpel of John are a refutation of all 
jierefies is common with the Fathers. No perfon^ except 
one who is pretty well conver&nt wkb them^ can imagine 
how often thofe verfes occur in their writings. 

€€ Why 
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•* Why does he conceal his dignity by poor 
" language ? Why does he conceal from 
•• men the things relating to his deity ? 
*• He anfwers, I am preaching to the Jews, 
** who do not even believe him to be 
•* a good man. They would not believe 
•* Chrift to be the fon of Abraham, and 
■^ will they believe his being called the fon 
" of God ?— The bleffed Mark, alfo, when 
** he applied himfelf to writing a gofpel, 
" taking courage from what had been done 
•* before" (meaning perhaps, by Matthew) 
** calls him the Son of God-, but he irnme^ 
** diately contrafts his difcourfe, and cuts 
** fliort what he had intended to fay, that 
«* he might footh his hearers. He there- 
•* fore, introduces what he had to fay, con- 
•* ccrning the Baptift, faying, The begin^ 

^i^S ^S ^'^^ ^^fp^^ ^f y^f^^ Chrtjl, as it is 
written in Ifaiah the prophet, &c/' 
•* Luke follows in the third place, and 
** goes a middle way. He touches upon 
•* the doctrine of the logos, but does not ex- 
** plain, or unfold his dignity ; but fays, 
*• Since many have undertaken to give an ac^ 
" count of what has come to pafs among us^ it 

K 2 ^^feemed 
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*^ feemed good to me alfo^ who have attended 
** to every thing from the beginnings to write 
*' in order as has been delivered to us, by thofe 
** who were eye-ipitnejfes tind minijlers of the 
** logos. But though he mentions the lo- 
** gos, he did not fay that the logos was 
•* God. What then does he do ? Touch- 
•* ing upon the fubjedt, and confidering that 
*' he was fpeaking in the ears of the dead, 
** he conceals his dignity, and brings on 
«* the ceconomy," i.e. the dodtrine of the 
incarnation or humanity of Chrift. '* There^ 
** was a prieft Zacharias, &c/' 

*' John, therefore, the fon of thunder, 
*' laft of all advanced to the doitrine of his 
** divinity, after thofe three heralds; arid 
** with great propriety he followed them, 
^^ and they went before, lightening a little, 
*' as the lightning precedes the thunder, left 
** burfting from the clouds at once it fhould 
^* flun the hearer, — They therefore lighten- 
*' ed the aconomy, or the humanity of Chrift, 
** but he thundered out the theology,^' that 
is, the dodrine of Chrift's divinity*. 
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Again, he introduces John as holding a 
foliloquy with himfelf, and faying, after 

m a^ia^ a»M rat apfAo(ovla roig OKpoa/jLSvoig • o Mal^Mo;^ ^70^^ 
'BOiria-OfjLivo; T«y Ei;ay/f;u«v, >£yEi • ^i^T^ yevscrsug IrKra x^irou vm ^ 
AaQif, via AQpaofA • ^ia7t, fiy\ vm $£» ^ iioSi 'sflcaxyi X£$£< fc^iM%g 
TiTv otitav ; ficQi roig av^poTroi; ra ^ta xaXuTrJiii ; 'mafcz laiimis 
ffHTi fcnpurla^ roig /xn oof^^mcov imam enai nsiTtuwi. Tov xJ^irav 
viov AQ^outfjL wr« f3e|«y7o, ;^ W3v Scs fcct\ayft»x>fjuEvoy oafiiaviou.''^> 
I ria^tv /juxKo^iogMoigHo; ko^eig zavlov £ig to euayfe>dOV, )^ ^a^ayta-ag 
Toig 'SJpoyeyvfjLvoco'fjLSVoig^ >£yei, fjLSv uiov vES, aM iv^ea; cvvereiM tov 
Xoyov, 3^ txo^o^aa-E rrjv ewoixv^ sva yLot^^n tov oMooalnv . ^'E'^aysi 

w et^Eag ra hoIcc tov ^aTrlirw Xsycov^ a^x^ '^^ nwtvJe^^ I'J^» Xf'^> 
Hc^tag yBypaTrlcu ev Htrcua, ra 'ar^^)j7>i. — O AnKog oocO^^ei r^Sog^ 
X; fji^crog x^f « /^f'-* TgTwv, xj ccTrldou fASv ra Sea ^^yf, » Afiv Epfiwsv^i 
lej avaTrlucro'Ei rriv ot^iav . aX^a ^yj^tv, e^TEiJri^ep 'WoXXoi g9rf%ei^)i- 
^av avala^aa^M ^inyrvriv 'srffi t^jv 'si£7r\.i^o^o^fjLsvav ev rifMiv iffpay- 
fjuxlavj E^ie KccfMi 'Eroc^axoXa^irca rot; 'sscxaw aTra^x^g y^a^atj 
^a^ag wot^e^uuctv nfjuv oi am ctpy^g auloTnm^ x} vttt^^eIm ytyoyumi tk 
>joyH . oO0\a. >Joyov fjnv eittev, hk eitte h oli K) ^Eog w o hoyog , n ifiv 
3Cj ouJlog ZFOiEi : ot^^/otfjisvog ro Etvcxi^ xj Ewov[7ag. oli vex^aig otKOcug 
syfiX^h ^tmlEi Tnv (x|tav, xj 's^^o^e^ei mv oiKovofjucxv . tysviJo ie^w; - 
T^X^^^ • *& '''^ ^^f '''^ £way/£?a«. JcoawYig roivuv o viog njj i^^ov- 
7)1$ TE^ulcuog 'BTopixSfv fWi Tuv SeoXoytav, /xE7a tsj t^ ftj ekeivh; w\^tu 
Kgigy x) EU(97a}^ /(AEy >ixo>,8SiKrEv, o< 3e <sr^ogXa^oy, ra jcaix^a tea)$ ar^^st^- 
7ov7e5, flj^TTCf yaf tw; Pfov7>j$ 'm^onyEilat arpaTm^ tva yun a^^oov EKEtvn 
EK rm vE^m payEiaa *sj>ai^n rov otxaovla. Ovlttig f ttejSVj £fji,E}7^ ff^ov- 
lav laawngi 'us^OET^aQcn w rpEiQ Evar^TE'hirou Sixijv ar^aTrmy Kj oi [jlev 
rtrfOfl^av mv oumofjuav^ o h PpovTa rnv ^EoXoyiav, De Sigillb, 

Opera, vol. 6. p. lyii &c. 

K 3 ** confidering 
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confidering the progrefs of hcrcfy, ** Why 
do I delay ? Why have I any longer pt* 
tience ? Why do I not bring forth the 
^^ myilery hid from ages ? Why do I hide 
*' in myfelf, the wifdom which was before 
^^ the ages» which I derive from the im^ 
*' mortal fountain on which I lean ? Why 
** do I not publi(h what angels are ignorant 
•* of? Why do I hide from the ends of 
^' the earth what no one knows, except the 
^ Father ? Why do I not write what Mat* 
'^ thew, and Mark, and Luke, through a 
^' wife and praife- worthy fear, pafled io 
^ filencei according to the orders that were 
^* given them. How (hall I fpeak what 
^^ was given me freely from above ? Mat* 
^* thew, according to what was granted to 
*^ him, wrote according to his ability, 
^^ Mark, and Luke, in like mannert accord* 
^ ing to the fupply of the Spirit, have writr 
^ ten their books in a becoming manner, 
** I alfo will write, and add to thofe before^ 
** the fourth fountain of life. For there 
'^ remains to the divine voice the diicouricf 
*f of tbt divhuty^ and the world is in dan* 
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•* ger on this quarter. I will write a book 
•* which will flop the mouths of all, who 
** fpcak unjuftly of God. I will write a 
** bopk which will hide all the wifdom of 
*• the world. I will write a book which 
" fhall not be confined to what concerns 
•* man. For the church is provided with 
•* what Mofes wrote concerning thefe 
•' things, about the heavens and the earth, 
•* &c- 

** But I, leaving all things which have 
•* come to pafs from time, and in time, 
^* will fpeak of that which was without 
" time, and is uncreated, about the logos 
" of God, which was generated from the 
•^ Father in an ineifable manner, about 
" which Mofes dared not to fpeak. But 
*^ I am able to do all things, through ChriA 
^' who flrengthens me/' 

" The apoftle John having reafoned thus 
"within himfclf, and having the pen of a 
*' writer in his hand, and confidering how 
'* to begin the theology, rejoicing in fpirit, 
*' but with a trembling hand, is carried up^ 
*' wards, being in the body at Ephefus, but 
** with a pure heart and holy fpirit leaves 

K 4 ^' the 
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*' the earth/' &c. Then rcprefenting him- 
felf as carried up into heaven, he fays, that 
*' fi(hing out of the Father's bofom the 
*' dodlrine of the divinity, he v^rote in his 
** body on earth. In the beginning was the 
''logos, &c*." 

fu ; Ti 8 v^oa^t^a giq iiiaav to a^ro twv aiwvwv xzH^VfifJtsvov yuKn^iov \ 

a^oica^t;^7A) toi; tsspa^i^ ov ahig BTnymoKHj bi fin tscOnf ; t< 8 
yfo^w, OTff MflflSflMoj xj Mapxog xj -Au/toj Si eTMVUfJi^vnv hihiav 
isa^ouTutiTtTndocylti isaj^i'^payuavy rsT^aavle; ra m^orilayiAEvct avlot^i 
oBfiv ^o^ijcft) Hoya xala rnv ^o^^urav fMi ^apteiv am9ev, McS^mo^ 
IJLSv oaov sxo)pEi^ ty^a^e KcSa tw i^uxv ^uvofjuvj Mapto; fe >^ Akxo; 
o/jLomg Hpcla tw 7 « «yi8 'SJvsufJtcSo; xo^ytav Taj cai;7a)v Pi^T^vg diOTT^s • 
^wj sSbyfAoSiaav . ypa^oi uaya xj 'srpoa^eo'o^roig B/AVpotr^eyrnv rHof* 
'hr wvynv mv ^omj . Xe/^et yof sig S£ocryra7ov ^«vw 'cre^ ScoXoyio^ 
^070 J, ;^ ittv3i/v£yei uotrytjog £v t« A'ff" t^Tm. ypa^ fii^Xov^ Si >^ 
tfjL^payn tson TOfia ha>xv Kola Seov aSUtov * 7^ oi^o) ^iC?^ tw kol- 
>AJ7flii(T(x» 'Kourocf tv Hoa-fjio (tq^iov . ypa'^ta piQ>jov 8 'srepi ar^poTH 
^trr/apisvytv • » yaj Xeittei rn EXMyrviicty a nsTtpi Taray sypa^^E Mcoaiig 
tBE^i a^ava te )^ yn; j^ ^oo^offcm ^ iy(^um )^ mdEivuiv xj ieI^utto- 
Sojv, x^ EpTTEloiy kJ ^z;7wv J9 aTTE^fjioluv *cj fampQv )^ PpufxcSuv xj ?^i9r>K 
KliaEag 5 fiyw Jg -arawa Ta ctcro Xf cva xj cv x/'ovoi yivofitva xoSoT^i-^^c^ 
>a>:no'Q) 'sjs^i T8 ax^owi x) ax7ir8, t8 -zoipo nsavlu^ rm oumm ex th ma^ 
^og Of pn?juf yBm&svlog J&ea ^078, -arfpi « Mu(nK ^og etTTttv ax i&xwrsv . 
£70) oe -BravTa io';i^vw £v tw Ev^uvofjixdi /ie xp^fa . ToJJflp £v fflM/7« a"«£9r- 
loiMBvog amro^^og luavwig »tj roy ypa^acov Ka>atm ?v rr)X^ipt 9tc3s^m^ -^ 
swsccv '576)? 7>jj Sgc?A'7iaf ap^Y,iaty yjx.ifWf /*fv t>i ^^y^*!, rpffMJV oe tu. 
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Chryfoftom introduces Matthew alfqrea- 
foning on the fubjeft of his faying fo Jittle, 
or rather nothing, of the divinity of Chrift ; 
and indeed, according to his account, it was 
a very dangerous and hazardous topic. — '- 
' Now,'V fays he, *' let us awake, and arile, 
' Behold the gates are open to us, but let us 

* enter with great regularity, and with 
' trembling i firft pafling the outer court. 

* What is the outer court ? The book of 
' the generation of Jefus Ghrift, the fon of 
' David, the fon of Abraham. What is 

* that you fay ?" (fays the hearer) ^* You 
' promifed to difcourfe concerning the 

* only begotten Son of God, and now you 
' talk of David, a man who lived a thou-i 
' fand generations ago, and fay, that he was 
' his father and anceftor ? Hold" (fays the 

evangelift) ** and do not expedt to learri 
' every thing immediately ; but flowly, and 
' by degrees : For you are yet in the outer 

* court, and only near the gate ; and why 

* are you in hafte to get into the innermoft 

^£tpt, fAslapa-tog yiy/lai^ )y w (rafjuHi ev Epe^rfl) ftJv,Tn uo^apot xa^^ 

rroi msvf^ali i/£l£upog mrfx^-> ^ ^f^ t« '^oS^mh KoT^m T*iv ^so>aym 

a>4EU(Ta;j ra (Tuijuzii xdloi typafevy £vapx^ iv o y^oy®'* ' De Jo- 

banne, Opera, vol. 6. p, 606, &c 

3 ^* recefs ? 
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** recefs ? You have not yet well examin- 
<' ed all that is without : For I do not as 
*' yet relate to you the generation itfclf ; 
'< nor indeed fhall I do it after this 1 for it 
^' is inexplicable and ineffable/' Then re- 
citing the dread that the prophet Ifaiah had 
of the fubje^ft^ which led him to explaim^ 
Who Jhall declare his generation^ he^fays, ** it 
•* is not my bufinefs to treat of this genera- 
•* tion, but of the earthly one, of which 
•* there were ten thoufand witnefles ; and 
^* concerning this I (hall fo difcourfc as the 
•* gifts of the fpirit (hall enable me : for I 
** cannot even declare this with pecfeft clear* 
^ nefs : for even this is very fearful. Do not, 
•' therefore, think that you hear a fmall thing, 
•* when you hear even this generation ; but 
•^ raife your whole foul, and be full of hor- 
•^ ror when you hear that God is come 
•* upon earth ;'* and then he proceeds to de- 
scribe at large all the awfulnefs of the in- 
carnation, and the miraculous conception ^, 

* Ai^zvarojfcfv TQiwv x^ yi,yi xc^w^cofjiev^ iSk ya^ oga to; leiff^ 
lyAfV avoiyofASvacg * a^ eiauijfjtiv /JLsIa eukxiiog a'jrcum; jy rpofM^ ray 
Vfc^v^asv aulav ev^sa^ sTTiSaivovle; • Tiva h en ravla ra fsi^tAvpa ; 
^C^®■ ysvBcrsai Iykth xf^ra Via ^^i^via ASgaafif it, Uy^is } -Erffi 
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But this was far fliort of the eternal genera- 
tion from the Father. 

** Do not think/' fays this writer, " that 
^* you undcrftand every thing, when you are 
'* inforn^ed that he was conceived by the 
^* Spirit ; for there are many things of 
** which we arc yet ignorant, and which we 
** have to learn ; as how he who is infinite 
*' can be comprehended in a woman ; how 

** he who fuftains all things can be carried 

• 

veveig^ av^^o)7rH fjLBra im^oj; ysvea^ ytvofuvH : x}, auh avat fn^ Ktu 
TTcSsfa upu 'Jffpoyovov : ^i<^X^Sy fcai fm vonHa oB^Ofo^ (tJIei fio^Bt^^ 
c^ v\p^KX it) Kola fJUK^ov • Ev yap toi( 's^po^oi^ ETnKog sh wmf auH 
ra iR^oirvTiOua • ri toivw (TTreuhig 'sr^o; rci a^ula • utto ra s^auce)^ 
kotlcoTrlsua'af oTravia • ais yap tneiYnv trot Ttaij itnynficu Tuv yiwnatv • 
lia>^y ii isikrw f*ela raula . avsHf^aroi yof ty aurofp^og. Tuv 
7£vaxy aiHa rig ^tnynrSai ; u roaw w^ sxtwn; Tyu9 o l^o^ wv, a^X«' 
Wff I Tauk(; ri% xaloi^ Ti]^ £v th 7>i ysvofjiiw;^ mg fjLsra yojpim fAofvprn^ 
i^ f^g^i ravhi ^9 6ig nfjuv ^iuvalov eitteiv ^eiofjLivoig niv ra »msu/4akg 
Xapiv^ S<^ ^inyno'OfjiE^a . yJs yap ravrrsv fjtsla capnvia; 'sjaa-ff; ^siapa^ 
njcra ev* • i^et )^ auk f^tJcahrciln . fin toivw fwc^a vofjucn; axaeiv^ 
ToJlm ooosm rm yswn^iv * oTj! asfomasv as rnv iiawiav j^ itSBo^ 
fpi^ovj axaa-ag oli^eog zm yyjjnTcSey , tlcn ya^ thIo ^ayfJuzrov kJ 'sapa^ 
3b|ov np, u; *} rs; oyytKug x^f^ ^^^p '^^^^ rnjavlag tuv wry tuj 
oifUifAewi; eTTt rnhig avafs^siv ii/prsfjuoif . In Matt. I. Opera, 
Vpl. 7, p. X2. 

" about 
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** about by her; how a virgin can bring 
*' forth, and remain a virgin *." 

On this fubjedl, v^hich affords fo much 
fcope for eloquence, Epiphanius v^rrites as 
follows : ^* Wherefore the blelTed John 
♦* coming, and finding men employed about 
** the humanity of Chrift, and the Ebio- 
** nites being in an error about the earthly 
*^ gentjalogy of Chrift, deduced from Abra- 
^' ham, carried by Luke as high as Adam, 
" and finding the Cerinthians and Merin- 
*^ thians maintaining that he was a mere 
*' man, born by natural generation of both 
** the fexes, and alfo the Nazarenes, and 
*' many othet herefies; as coming laft (for 
'* he was the fourth to write a gofpel)' her 
** gan as it were to call back the wanderers, 
*' and thofe who were employedv about the 
** the humanity of Chrift; and feeing fome 
*• of them going into rough paths, leaving 
*^ the ftrait and true path, cries, Whither 
•' are you going, whither are you walking, 

i^yap irohhctAyi'oviJLiv t]i* K*' t«to (xeivd^avovTUf oiov ^a^ 
o^TTitp^ iv [AnT^it gr/y; -a-^^ 'Vetera ffvn^av KopopuTAi vro 
yvvAtKof, '3'ftjfTUTS/ n 'Zfetpd-iv'^ Ken fXini 'treff^'^iv®-'* In 
Matt, i. Opera, vol. 7. p. 31- 

*^ who 
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•* who tread a rough and dangerous path, 

♦* leading to a precipice ? It is not fo. The 

•* God, the logos, which was begotten by 

•• the Father from all eternity, is not fron% 

•• Mary only. He is not from the time of 

" Jofeph, he is not from the time of Sala- 

•• thiel, and Zorobabel, and David, and Abra- 

** ham, and Jacob, and Noah, and Adam y 

** but in the beginning was the logos y and the 

•• logos was with God^ and the logos was God^ 

** The wasy and the wasy and the wasy do 

" not admit of his having ever not been *." 

AC^AAfji KcLJetyouivtiVi )y AnKActvayoiJLiVfiv Ayjiin ASetfA,ivpaw 
/i K»pxy^/tfr»(»xa( Mi^tvd-iaviKt iK'ffApal§tCiii av\qv Ai>cy}tf^ 

Ap'^iJAt AVAKAMt^AtaeDfllTTiiVfTkii^AAVn^iVJUf, KCU M^^^oAll- 

/Mt «^ Vift 7tiv xa7<y yji^>i 'ZffApaalAV, kou Af^?/r tfi/Jo/f (a-^ 

KAJo'TTtV CaIVUV, KAcOpuV TiVAf iif 7fi.yjitAi oJ^6i KiK\iKo]ai 
KAt A^lf\Af TtHV iV^llAV KAt AKnd^mv, (Of itTTilp) 'ZfOt^ifi^i^ 
mot ^Aj^l^itt, 0/ TflV T^AyllaV oi'oV KAi (TKAViSdiKuS^ KAAft^ 

X^MfftiOL (pifuffa^ ^A^tl^ctfTii ; avakajX'^aj^ . Ouk cr/r »T«f, «« 
f nr «tTO M«tp/af ^OVQV o ^if,^ hoy^^ o gx •jyaTp©- Avu^tv ^a- 
^trr»/^s^&'» »* i9tv A'jFQ 7tav yjti:vt,>v Itoam^ tk tavth^ opfAds^n^ 
«x i^iv rtTo Taj' ;;^pft)['ft>j' 2«Art^iWA, kai ZGf^(rctCwA, x^d/ ^aJ^tJ", 

KAi AC^tAUy KAt Uk^^, KAI Nui^ KAt A/sCU, ciAA' SK tff^.** ^'^ 
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Another paffagc ia this writer, in nearly the 
fame words, may be feen, p. 433, 434. 

Jerom fays, ** John the apoftle, whom Je- 
^* fus loved, the fon of Zebedee, and brother 
** of James, who was beheaded by Herod af- 
** ter the death of Chrift, wrote his gofpel 
•* the laft of all, at the intreaty of the bifhops 
<* of Afia, again Cerinthus, and other here- 
** tics, and efpecially the doftrine of the 
** Ebionites, then gaining ground, who faid 
•* that Chrift had no being before He was 
*' born of Mary, whence he was compelled 
*^ to declare his divine origin *.'* 

Ambrofe (ays, " If you enquire concern* 
^* ing his celcftial generation, read the gof- 

hoy^if xeti Koy^ fir 'tt^oi top ^fop, Kat d'Uf vtv ^^yo< • tj 
A irr, Keu fiP, Ktti If'' «^ vTii^yjirdu rts fin tifnt 'oroTt. H«r. 
69. (t6t. 25. Opera, vol. i. p. 747. 

* Joannes Apoftolus quern Jef us amavit plurimum, filius 
Zebedai, fratcr Jacobi Apoftoli, cjucm Herodcs poft paf- 
fionem domini decollavit, noviffimus omnium, fcripfit evan* 
gelium, rogatus ab Afis eplfcopis, adverfus Cerinthum, 
idiofque h^reticos et maxime tunc ~ Ebionitarum dogm« 
confurgens, qui afierunt Chri(him ante Mariam non fuifie, 
unde et compuifus eft divinam ejus naturam edicere. 
Opera, vol. i. p. 273. 

'^ pel 
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^ ^cl of John *." " If there be any other 
•^ things/' fays Auftin, " which intimate 
*• to the intelligent the divinity of Chrift, 
** in which he is equal to the Father, John 
*^ almofl alone has introduced them into 
•* his gofpel \ as having drank more fami- 
•* liarly, and more copioufly, the fecret of 
** his divinity, from the breaft of our Lord, 
" on which he was ufed to lean at meat -f*." 
Oh this account he compares John to an 
eagle X» *' The other cvangclifts,'' he fays, 
" who treat of the humanity of Chrift, were 
^' like animals that walk on the earth ; but 
** John, contemplating the power of his 
" divinity more fublirtiely, flies to heaven 

♦ At vcro dc caelefta gencratione fi quaris lege jyan- 
gelhiin fanAi Joannis. In Luc. cap. 2. Opera, vol. 1. p. 
a6. 

f fx a qua alia funt qux Cbrifti divinitatcm in qua 
aequalis eft patri, re£le intelUgentibus intiment, pene iblua 
Johannes in evangelio fuo pofuit : tanquam de pe£^ore ip^ 
fins domini, fuper quod difcurr.bere in ejus convivio foli* 
tus erat, fecretum divinitatis ejus uberius et quodammodo 
fahiiliarius biberit^. De Confenfu Evangeliftanun, lib. i« 
cap. 5* Opera, vol. 4. p. 374. 

% Ibid. p. 528, 529. 

*' with 



% 
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^'^ with the Lord*/' " But now, with a;i 
** open voice, he fays, that he is God, and 
•* was always with God, laying open the 

^'myftery of Godf." 

A very particular and copious account of 
the pre-eminence of John, in confequence 
of his teaching the dodtrines of the pre- 
exiilence and divinity of Chrift, which had 
been omitted by the other evangelifls, may 
likewife be feen in the epiftle of Paulinus, 
which I put in the notes J. 

* Caeteri quippe ev^ngeliftae, qui temporalem ChriAi 
nativitatem et temporalia ejus fa^ia, quae geffit in homine, 
fufficienter exponunt, et de divinitate pauca dixerunt, 
quafi animalia grei&billa cum domino ambulant in terra : 
bic autem pauca de temporalibus ejus gefiis edifTerens, 
fed divinitalis potentiam fublimius contemplans, cum do- 
mino ad coelum volat. In John Pref. Opera, vol. 9. p. 
5.275. 

t Nunc autem aperta voce dkit eum efle deum et fem-> 
per fuifle apud deum, facramentum patefaciens dei. Quef- 
tiones Mixtaer, voU 4* p. 858. 

X Idem ultra omnium tempora apoftolorum aetate pro- 
duda poftremus evangelii fcriptor furile memoratur, ut 
ficut de ipfo vas ele<Slian>s ait, quafi columna firmamentum 
adjiceret fundamentis ecclefi^, prioris evangelii fcriptoret 
confona auftoritate confirmans. ultimus au£tor, in libri 

tempore. 
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Cyril of Alexandria fays, that " John 
«* was the firft who taught more fublime 
•* things*." Marius Mercator fays, that 
thcj three former evangelifts, having fpoken 
of Chrift as a man^ John fhewed him to be 
Godf." 

tempore, fed primus in capita facramenti, quippe qui folus 
e quataor fluminibus ex ipfo fummo divini capitis fonte 
deciurens, de nube fublimi tonat : in principio erat ver- 
bum, et verbum erat apud deum, et deus erat verbum : 
tranfcendit Moyfen, qui ufque ad caput mundi et vifibilium 
xreaturarum exordia fcientise terminos, et faciem mentis 
eztendit. Ifte et evangeliftis caeteri^ vel ab humano fal- 
vatoris ortu, vel a typico legis facriiicio, vel a prophetico 
-praccurforis baptiftse praeconio, refurrecStionis evangelium 
exorfis, altius volans penetravit et coelos. Neque in an- 
gelis ftetit, fed archangelos quoque et omne^ defuper crea- 
turas, virtutes, principatus, dominationes, thronos, fu- 
pergreffus, in ipfum fe creatorem ardua mente direxit, et ,' 
ab ilia inefFabili generatione ordicns, et coeternum et con- 
fubftantialem, et co-omnipotcntem, et co-opificem patri 

filium nunciavit. Ad Amandum, p. 213. 

* Joannes theologus, tonitrui filius, cui divina digna- 
tione conceiTum, ut fupra dominicum pe£tus recubuerit, 
indeque nobis fublimiora ac divina hauferit dogmata: 
cum excellentem erga nos dei benignitatem commendare 
vellet, primumque quae diviniora funt dixifTet, utpote ifta^ 
in principio erat verbum. Horn. Opera, vol. 2- p. 75- 

f Poft quam praefationem fubdefcendens, ut oftenderet 
quern illi tres evangeliftae hominem fcripferant, efTe etiam 
deum. Opera, p. i(>%* 

Vol, III. L Cofmas 



146 Johnfrji taught the Book III. 

Cofmas Indicopleuftes, defcribing John 
as theologus, and the chief of the evangc-i' 
lifts, fays, that *' he wrote to fupply the 
/' defedls of the former cvangelifts,. arid 
** efpecially in preaching clearly the divi-r 
*' nity of Chrift, making that the founda- 
** tion of his work, all which had beeij 

1 

/* omitted by the others. Wherefore, be- 
'* ginning at his divinity, he immediately 
" paffed to his hunianity *.*' 

** John/' fays Nicephorus/' didnot givfe 
*^ an account of the carnal generation of 
*' Jefus, but hfe firft taught his diviriity ; 
/* this being referved for him, as the moft 
** worthy, by the Holy Spirit f •" 

" Wherefore, John,'* fays Theophylaft, 
" began with the divinity of Chrift. For 
** whereas others had made no mention of 
** his exiftence before the ages, he taught 

KtifV^Afs ^HXihiOV TH AVT^ (TVyf^A^flf (tVT6> ^POTA^Af * 
£4T«p CtTCt^Trt 'BAfAKihiiyLlJL'cVA TQti Ct^^Oif HiV • A^^AfJ-ipOf 
701VVV ATQ 7tH -S-fOTWrof , [JLiTlMKV^iV iV^ta^ ^ iTTl THK «W- 

-S-pftjxoTWTrt AVTH. Dc Mundo, lib. 5. Monifaucon's Cbl- 
le&io, vol. 2. p. 248. 

yv ^€i« ^vivyLAToi 7ayt.nv^iiffH Ayjcc. JHift. lib. 2. cap. 
45.VQI.I. p. 214. 

*• that 
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!* that docStrinc, left the logos of God 
•* (hould have been thought to be a mere 
** man, without any divinity*." '' Again/* 
he fays, " John wrote left men fhould never 
^^ think highly concerning Chrift, and ima- 
^' gine that he had no being before he was 
f born of Mary, and that he was not gene- 
*• rated froni God the Father, which was the 
•* cafe with Paulus Samofatenfis f.'* ** As 
** John," he fays, '* has more lofty things 
** of Chrift than any other of the evange- 
** lifts, ib he has recorded fome of a lower 
** nature ; to (hew that, as he was God, fo 
*' he was truly man J/' 

Laftly, an account of John's teaching the 
pre-exiftence and divinity of Chrift, may 

Tioy®- -^Oso; av^goTTog sivai,- In Matt. Pref.vol. r. p. I, 2- 

f' Aso; fAsv nv /jLn vole Tive§ xa/«w9r£7£t5 jcj /LiJiosii ihJrnXov von&au 
ivyofAeyoij vofjua-aai rov x^^^^ '^oJe 'apulov ng ima^^iv O^siv oli utto Ma- 

«Br«rovScILwA®- o ^afjuxroSeug, In John, cap. I. vol. i.. p. 553; 

a^ t¥ 70H ^afJLcLTtKoig *aoKv TctxeiroTff a ^^ifyirtu • Q^iv ^ 
%f 7» v%y^ii *aroAw to Ajf^^aTivov «v€*y ^wo'/y, ctTO t»tk 

L 2 J'UKVVUV 
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be Teen iii the orations of Nicetas the ?a- 
jphlajgdniah*." 

Thfe late introdudlfcion of the do^tritie df 
the divinity of Cbrift is obferved by thft 
dmperdf Julian. He fays, that " none of 
•' ChtSft's difdples, tefccept John, faidthat 
** he made the heavdas and the earth> and 
«* that not ckarly and plainly +/' 



SECTION II. 

RefleSiions on the fubjeSt. 

-k FTER reading thefe teftimonies, fo co- 
pious^ and fo full to my purpofe, and 
uncontradifted by any thing in antiquity, it 
is not poffible to entertain a doubt with 
refpeft to the opinion of the chriftian Fa- 
thers on this fubjea. They muft have 

^iof nr, «t^^ct ;^ (/LV^^a^o^ mv. In John ii. vol. i, p. 72^. 
* Combefis Auftuarium, vol. i. p-369. ' 

(jLiji^ . » yAf J^n TAV7A TeroA/Ltffxt tif a^zlv vtfi Avrtt rmf 

[AA^HiTW^ tt (An (AOP&f laaj^tn/lff vA AVTO^ CAp^f, }iJ^% Tf Af»i* 

Cyr. Con. Jul. lib. ^. Julian!, Opera, Vol. a* p. 213. 

thought 
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thought that the doftrines of the pre-exift- 
cxjcc and divinity of Chrift had not been 
preached with any effeft before the writing 
of John's gofpel; and, confequently, that 
before that time the great body of chrift 
tians mufl have been unitarians 1 and they 
are far from giving the Icaft hint of any 
of them having been excommunicated on 
that account* On the other hand, the ap- 
prehenfion was, left thofc who preached 
dodrines fo new and ofFenfive, as thofe of 
the pre-exiftence and divinity of Chrift, 
ihould have been rejefted with abhorrence^ 
When we confider how late the three 
firft gofpels were written, the laft of them 
pot long before that of John, which was 
near, if not after, the deftrudlion of Jeru- 
falem, and that, in the opinion of the 
writers above-mentioned, all this cautioqi 
and referve had been neceflary, till that 
late period, on the part of the chriftian 
teachers ; how is it poffible that, in their 
idea, the chriftian church in general fhould 
have been well eftabliflied in the belief of 
•ur Lord's divinity ? It could only have 

l^epn great and open zeal on the part of the 

h 3 apoftles 
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apoflles, and not the timid caution and ma- 
nagement which thefe writers afcribe to 
them, that could have efFedlually taught a 
dodrin^ which, according to them, the 
people were ill prepared to receive. And 
the hiftory of both Peter and Paul fuffi- 
ciently prove that the influence of mere 
apoflolical authority was not fo great at 
that time a5 many perfons now take it to 
have been. Whatever power they had^ 
they were not confidered as lords over the 
faith of chriftians. 

The chriftians of that age required fome-.' 
thing more than the private opinion of an 
apoftle. They required fome fuper-natural 
evidence that his dodlrine was from God: 
and we have no account of the apoftles pro- 
poling to them this additional article of 
faith, and alledging any fuch evidence for 
it. Ghryfbftom fays, '^ if the Jews were 
** fo much offended at having a new law 
** fuperadded to their former, how much 
*^ more would they have been ofi^ended, if 
*' Chrift had taught his own divinity/* 
May it nol be fuppofed, therefore, that they 
would have required as particular evidence 



Chap. VII. Bhinity of Chrtfi. 1 5 1 

of a divine revelation in the one cafe as in 
the other ? And what remarkably ftrong 
evidence was ncceflary to convince them 
that the obligation of their law did not 
extend to the Gentiles ? Would they, 
then, have received what Chryfoftom con- 
iidered as the more ofFenfive doftrine of 
the two, without any pretence to a parti- 
cular revelation on the fubjedt? 

It may be faid, that all the caution of 
which we have been fpeaking was neceffary 
with refpedt to the unbelieving Jews only, 
into whofe hands thefe gofpels, and the 
other writings of the New Teftament, 
might fall. But how impoffible muft it 
have been to conceal from the unbelieving 
Jews the do6trine of the divinity of Chrift, 
if it had been a favourite article with the 
believing Jews. If this had been the cafe, 
it could not but have been known to all 
the world ; and, therefore, all the offence 
that it could have given would have been 
unavoidable. So that this fuppofed cau- 
tion of the evangelifts, &c. would have 
come too late, and would have anfwered no 
purpofe whatever. 

L 4 Tbii 
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This caution, therefore, muft neceflkrily 
have refpefted thofe perfons into whofc 
hands the gofpels, &c. were moft likely to 
come, and who would give the moft atten- 
tion to them ; and thefe were certainly the 
believing Jews, and the chriftian world at 
large, and not unbelievers of any nation. 
We are authorifed to conclude, that in 
the opinion of the writers y/ho have fpoke 
of it, of whatever weight that opinion may 
be, this caution in divulging the doftrine 
of the divinity of Chrift was neceflary 
with refpeft to the great body of chriftian s 
themfelves, and efpecially the Jewifh chrif-^ 
tian§. Confequently, they muft have fup- 
pofed, that at the time of thefe publica-^^ 
tions, whiph was about A. D. 64* the doc-r 
trine of the divinity of Chrift was not ge^ 
nerally held by chriftians, and that there 
would have been danger of giving then^ 
great offence if at that time it hid been 
plainly propofed to them by the apoftles 
themfelves. At this period, therefore, it 
may be inferred, that, in the opinion of 
thefe writers, the chriftian church was 
principally unitarian, believing only the 

^mp|§ 
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fimple humanity of Chrift, and knowing 
nothing of his. divinity or pre-exiftence. 

From the acknowledgment which thefe 
orthodox Fathers could not help mak- 
ing (for certainly they would not do it 
unnecefifarily) that there were great num- 
bers of proper unitarians in the age of the 
apoftles, it feems not unreafonable to con- 
clude^ that there were great numbers of 
them in the age immediately following, and 
in their own. And their knowledge of 
this might be an additional reafon for the 
opinion that they appear to have formed of 
that prevalence in the apoftolic age. Would 
thefe Fathers have granted to their enemies 
fpontaneoufly, and contrary to truth, that 
the Jews were ftrongly prepoiTefled againft 
the dodlrine of the divinity of Chrift, and 
that the unitarians were a formidable body 
of chriftians while the apoftles were living, 
if it had been in their power to have denied 
the facts ? The confequence of making 
thefe acknowledgments is but too obvious, 
and muft have appeared fo to them, as well 
as it now docs to others, which makes them 
fo unwilling to make it after them, 

\ cannot 
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I cannot conclude this chapter without 
obferving, in how unworthy a manner, and 
how unfuitably^to their real /chara(3ter and 
condudl, thefe Fathers reprefent the apoftles 
as adting. They were all plain men^ far 
from being qualified, or difpofed, to adt fo 
cunning a part, as is here afcribed to them. 
There is nothing like art or addrefs in the 
conduit of any of them, as f elated in tha 
fcriptures, except that of Paul; and this" 
was only with refpedt to his preaching the 
gofpel to the uncircumcifed Gentiles/ be- 
fore it was generally approved of at Jerufa- 
lem ; on which account, he informed the 
chief of the apoftles only with what he had 
done. But this was no fecrct long, and 
indeed a thing of that kind could not, in 
ijs own nature, have been much of a fecret 
at any time. On all other accafions he failed 
not to inform thofe to whom he preached 
of the whole counfel of God ^ as heYays that 
he had done with refpedt to the church of 
Ephefus, Affts XX. 27. Much lefs can it 
be fu'ppofed that he would have concealed 
a doftrine of fo great magnitude and im« 
portance 9s (hgt of the pre-exiftent dignity.; 

of 
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of his mailer ; and, communicating it only 
to a few, have left it to be taught after 
his death. For it is not to be fuppofed that 
the other apoftles wdre In the fccrel of 
John's intending to do it after their deaths. 

Befides, the inftrudtions of the apoftles 
enjoined them to teach all that they' knew, 
even what their mafter had communicated 
to them in the greateft privacy. . Whereas' 
upon this fcheme, they muft have fuiFered 
great numbers to die in the utter ignorance 
of the moft important truths of the gofpel, 
left, by divulging it too foon, the conver- 
fion of others ihould have been prevented. 

To thefe obfervations I would add, that 
as among the twelve apoftles, there muft 
have been men of different tempers and 
abilities, it is not probable that they fhotild 
all have agreed in conducing themfelves 
upon this plan, viz. of not divulging iht 
doftrine of the divinitjr of their mafter till 
their hearers ftiould be fufficicntly per- 
fuaded of his mefliahftiip. Some of them 
would hardly have been capable of fo much 
refinement, and would certainly have. dif- 
fered about the time when it was proper to 
: ' ^ ' divulge 



/ 
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divulge fo great a fecret. Befides, the mo- 
ther of Jefus, and many other perfons pf 
both fexes^ mufl have been acquainted with 
it. For that this fecret was ftridtly con-* 
fined to the twelve apoftles, will hardly be 
maintained. And yet we have no account 
either of their inftrudiojis to adt in this 
manner, or of any difference of opinion, of 
of conduct, with refped to it. 

Never, fure, was a more improbable hy^ 
pothefis ever formed to aqcqunt for any 
thing, than this of the; chriftian Fathers to 
account for the late teaching of the doc^ 
trines of the pre-exiftence and divinity of 
Chrift. But their circumftances left them 
no alternative. They muft have had fome 
very cogent reafon for admitting that the 
teaching of thefe dodtrines was fo late 5 and 
this could not have been any thing but the 
want of that general prevalence^ which they 
would have had, if they had been taught 
with efFed in the life-time of the apoftles, 
and which would have continued to their 
own times. They muft, therefore, have 
Renown that there were more unitarians in 
\\it (phufch \n the early ages than they could 

aCCOMnt 
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account for on any other hypothefis than 
that of the dodtrines of the pre-exiftence 
and divinity of Chrift, not having been 
taught till very late. At prefent, the 
fadls which forced the Fathers upon this 
hypothefis aire forgotten, arid the ' orthodox 
themfelves wonder that they fhould have 
adopted a fcheme fo abfurd and improbable. 
But the different manner in which fuch an 
hypothefis is received, is a proof of a great 
difference in the circumflapces and viev^s 
of things in the different periods. We f^e 
nothing to make fo flrange an hypothefis 
necefifary. They would not Jwve Jiad re-* 
coUrfe to it, if it had not been neceffary. 
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CHAPTER VIII. 

Of the Nazarenes and the E^tgnites, Jhewing 
that they were the fame People^ and that 
none of them believed the Divinity or Pre^ 
exijience of Chrijl. 

TX7 E have fcen that, according to the 
unanimous and very cx|)refs tcftiniony 
of th^ chrifiian Fathers (a teftiiiiony which' 
IS greatly againft their own'caufe/and there- 
fore, the m^re to be depended upon) therd 
could not have been many perfofts who be-^ 
lieved the dodlrines of the pre-cxiftence and 
divinity of Chrift in the age of the apoftles; 
one of the laft books of the canon, viz. the 
gofpel of John, being the firft in which 
thofe doctrines were clearly publiflied. ' 
If we look into thegofpels, and the book 
of Adts, we fhall find that one part of their 
teftimony is true, viz. that thofe fublime 
doSrines^, a^ they call them, were not taught 
in an early period. For none of the tiiree 
firft gofpels make the leaft mention of any ^ 

thing 



Chap.VIIL the fame People. 159 

thing in the perfon or nature of Chriil fu- 
perior to thofc of otli^r men. In like manner, 
all the preac&ing of Chriftj of which we have 
an account in the book of Adls, is that 
Jefus was the Mefliah, whofe diviqc miffion 
was confirmed by miracles, efpeciaUy that 
of his own refurreftion, and by the gifts 
of the Spirit. And all the controverjies 
of which we find any account, either in 
that book, or in. the epiftles, refpedted 
cither the Jewijh teachers, who would have 
impofed thp obfervance of the law of Mofes 
Upon all the Gentile converts, or elfe thofq 
who held the principles- of the Gnojlics^ 

The erroneous dodlrines of thefe perfons 
are diftinftly marked, fo that no perfon can 
read the New Teftament without perceiv- 
ing that there were perfons who held thefe 
dodlrines, and that they were the caufe of 
great uneafinefs to the apoftles. But there 
is no trace of any other opinions at which 
they took the leaft umbrage. 

As to the efFeft of the publication of 
John's goipcl, from which fo much feems 
to have been expected by the chriftian Fa- 
thers, it is impoffible that we /hould leara 

any 
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any thing concerning it in the New Tefta*- 
ment, becaufe that was one of the laft of 
the books that was published. However, 
we have no account in ccclefiaftical hiftory 
that it produced any change at all in the 
fentiments of chriftians. Though it is faid 
to have taught a new and a fublime doc- 
trine, it does not appear to have been re- 
ceived with any degree of furprizc. There 
are no marks of the publication having 
given any peculiar pleafure to fome, or alarm 
to others ; or that it occafioned the leaft 
divifion among chriftians on the fubjed:. 
We may, therefore, very fafcly conclude, 
that thofe chriftians for whofe life this 
gofpel was written, faw it in a very different 
light from thofe Fathers who gave the pre- 
ceding account of it. We know» indeed, 
that to them it did not appear to teach any 
other do<3:rine than what was contained in 
the three former gofpels. For by the logos 
of which John treats in this famous intro-* 
dudion, they never imagined to be meant 
Chrifi^ and therefore they could fee nothing 
of his perfonal pre-exiftence or divinity in 
it. In their opinion, the logos was that 

2 * wifdom 
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*U&lfdom and power of God^ by which all 
things were made. 

Though this gofpel was written in Greeks 
there were ndt wanting among the Jcwifh 
chriftians men of learning who would not 
have failed to give an account of it to their 
more ignorant countrymen^ or to tranflate 
it for their ufe, if it had been thought 
ncecffary. Yet, notwithftanding this^ all 
the Jewifli chriftians continued in the very 
fame ftate in which the chriftian Fathers 
rcprefent them to have been before the pub* 
lication of this gofpel, viz. believers in 
ihtjimple humanity of Chrift only, and ac- 
knowledging nothing of his pre-exiftence 
or divinity* The fame v^as alfo the ftate 
df the Gentile chriftians in general, long 
after the publication of this gofpel. 

As no entire writings of any Jewifh 
chriftians are come down to us, all that 
we know concerning them muft be de- 
rived from the Writings of the Gentile 
chriftians ; and as thefe chriftians were 
trinitarians, and had very little communi- 
cation with the Jewifti chriftians, we can- 
VoL. IIL M not 
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not expedt any favourable, or indeed any 
impartial accounts concerning theni, If^ 
however, we may depend upon the earlieft 
accounts that we have of them, and thofc 
given by perfons who were the beft quali-* 
fied to give us good information, they were 
all unitarians, and were rfiftinguifhed from 
the Gentile chriftians by the name of Ebio-* 
nttesy or Nazarenes. But as it has been pre- 
tended by thofc who, being trinitarians 
themfelves, were willing to believe that 
there mujl have been a body of ancient 
Jewiifh chriftians who thought as they do, 
and that the Ebionites or Nazarenes mufl 
have been fedls who broke off from their 
communion -, and as fome of thefe perfons 
have even faid that thefe Ebionites, or Na- 
zarenes, were fubfequent to the deftruftion 
of Jerulalem by Titus ; and others have 
£xed their origin fo late as the defolation 
of Judea by Adrian, it may not be improper 
to fhew that perfons diftinguiflied by the 
name of Ebionites and Nazarenes were fup- 
pofed to have exifted in the time of the 

apoftlcSd 
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Irenaeus, who gives no other name to any 
Jewifli chriftians befides that of Ebionites^ 
whom he always fpeaks of as both denying 
the pre-exiftence and divinity of Chrift, 
and likewrfe the miraculous conception^ 
objects to the Gnoftics, that they were of 
late date, but he fays nothing of the Ebio- 
nites in that refpedt*. Eufebius fays, that 
** the firft heralds of our Saviour'' (by 
whom he mud have meant the apoftles) 
** called thofe Ebionites, which in the He- 
♦* brew language fignifies poor ; who, not 
*' denying the body of Chrift, fhewed their 
*' folly in denying his divinityf/* 

* Reiiqui vero ^ui vocantur Gnoftici, a Menandro Si- 
monis difcipulo, quemadmodum oftendimus, accipientes 
initia, unufquifque eorum, cuju3 participatus eft fententiae, 
ejus et pater, et antiftes apparuit. Oxnnes autem hi multo 
pofterius, mediantibus jam ecclefiae temporibus, infurrex* 
erunt in fuam apoftafiam. Lib. 3. cap. 4. p. 206. 

TK< ivA [JLiv ^iov Kiyovjaf iiS'ivou, >^ T» ctflnpos r» ff»l^A /wii 
ApiTif/xjFtff, T»v A TV Via ^ioli{]ct i^n uMau Ec. ThcoK 
lib. I. cap. 14. p. 75. 

M z Epiphanius 
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* Epiphanius makes both Ebion (fpr in his 
time it was imagined, that the Ebionitea 
were (p called from fome particular perfon 
of that name) and Cerinthus, cotemporary 
With the apoftle John ; and he could not tell 
which of them was the older*. He like- 
wife makes the Ebionites cotemporary with 
the Nazarcncs, at the fame time that he fays 
they held that Chrift was the fon of Jo- 
feph t* Alfo, in the paiTage before quoted 
from him, as well as in that from Jerom, 
we find the names of both the Ebiortite^ 
and the Nazarencs among thofe who gave 
fo much alarm to the apoftle John# It muft 

riaer. 30. Opera, vol, i. p. 1^49'. H. 29. p. Ii6r 

+ Ovioi yctp ECteov avyyfop®- ijnv ruTuv i;T«p;^SP, dL'jr 

AVroiV J^% dMV AVTOti OpfJLATOU, TdL 'TtpCO'ftt J^t tK ^O^ApATf iCfl< 
3^ (TTipiAAT'S- AvJ^pOfyTHTtTiV T\S I«tf-|f^, TOf ^p/S'Or' 5^>ft-' 
»JJJ"-3*/, iMyiVr «f iy »J^i V(JHV 'Z3"fOS/f»Ta<, OTi TA t^A TOt^ 
AKKoti iV ATTACl ^poVaV, iV TlSTeo (JLOVU //A^«fl5T0, iV Tfi) T« 

foi/M T'<i I»</^rf/(r//.K ir^(ia'Avi')^iif^ kata cctCATia^iJLov, )y kata 

TWV miplTOlAflVI, iy KATA Ttf CtAA^t 'O-fit^'Tat OffA'Jnp tTApaTH^ 

UfAt\^ ouotsDi To/f XAy.apitrdtf ^tATTfo^^nAi^ Haer. 30^ 
p. 12-5, \z6^ 

be. 



Chap. VIII. the fame People 165 

be owned, however, that, in no perfeft 
coon/lence with this account, Epiphanius 
places the origin of the Nazarenes after, the- 
deAru^tion of Jerufalem. After mention- 
ing the places where they refided, viz. Pe^ 
rasa, Ccele-.Syria, Pella, and Cocabe, he fays^ 
** there was their origin, after the delli'iK:** 
♦* tion of Jerufalem, when all the difcipies 
** lived at Fella ; Chrift having warned 
** them to leave Jerufalem, and retire at the 
*' approach of the fiege; and on this account 
*• they lived, as I faid, in Peraea. Thence 
^' the fedl of the Nazarenes had its origin*." 
Sophronius, quoted by Theophyladt, fays, 
that ** John, befides having a view to Ce- 
^^ renthus, and other heretics, wrote more 
^* cfpccially againft the herefy of the Ebio* 
** nites, which was then very prevalent^ 
** who faid that Chrift had no being before 

* £x€i'd-ey i^iv w A^'/J^ yiyon ^^ra tmk ato rm lifQ^O" 

rfi€oy . ivrtv^iy w K'xret rdi KA^apAtHi atfi(rti u^i 7fiv 
f;^»iF. Haer. 29. Ofera, vol. i. p. 133. 

M 3 '^ he 
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*' he was born of Mary ; fo that he was 
*' under a neceffity of declaring his divine 
** origin *." 

Caflian calls Hebion *^ the^firft heretic, 
** laying too much ftrefs on the humanity 
^* of Chrift, and dripping him of his di* 
•^vinity-f*.- 

There can be no doubt, therefore, but 
that both Ebionites and Nazarcnes were 
cxifting in the time of the apoftles ; and 
that there was no real difference between 
thefe two fefts. And that both of them wc^re 
equally believers in the fimple humanity of 
Chrift, is no lefs evident. 

The teftimony of Origen is clear and 
decifive to this purpofe. He fays, that 
** the word Eiion, in the Jewifli language, 
** fignifies poor, and thofe of the Jews who 
/* believe Jefus to be the Chrift are called 

* Km fxoO^fa Tmaiavia m rav EGiayirm ibyfjtcilo^ catOMio^faHo^^ 
Tfi)v (pduTKoHm rov Xptrov 'srpo Mapiag fjm ysyevnff^cu . (&s rtvarxc^ 
9^ mv ^stav ymfictv avis siirstv. In John, vol. i. p. 548. 

+ Quorum primus Hebion, dum incarnationem domi- 
picam nimis aflerit, divinitatis earn conjun6lione nudavii, 
Th Incarnatione, lib, i. cap. 2, p. 962* 

f* EbioniUs:^ 
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** Ebionites *." Here is no room left for 
any difference between the Ebionites and 
the Nazarenes -, for the Ebionites compre- 
hended all the Jewifli chriftians ; and, ac- 
cording to Origen, none of them were be* 
licvers in the pre-exiftence or divinity of 
Chrift, He fays, there were two forts of 
Ebionites, of whom one believed the mi« 
raculous conception, and the other difbe- 
lieved it, while both of them rejedted the 
dodrine of his divinity. ** And when you 
^* confidcr," fays he, ** the faith concern- 
^* iog*our Saviour of thofe of the Jews who 
** believe in Chrift, fome thinking him to 
** be the fon of Jofeph and Mary, and 
^* others of Mary only, and the divine Spi- 
<* rit, but not believing his divinity-f-." 

He mentions the two fedls of Ebionite§ 
in the following paffage. *' There are fomt 

In Celfum, lib. 2- p. 56. 

f Yjou ZTtav lir^ rami aTTo h^oum nsirtvovim «f tov Iijctjjv tw wcf i 
TS a-djlnpo; 'air IV J ols fjLev -{k fxa^iag )^ rk latm^ oiofji^oiv aulov eivcu, 

'mspt au% SEoXoy;^;, c^zi^ Sic, Comment in Matt. £d. Hue** 
tii| vol. I. p. 427. 

M 4 ** heretics 
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^* heretics who do not receive the epiflles 
^* of Paul, as thofc who are called Ebionites, 
^' of both forts*/' 

Eufcbius gives the very fame account oiF 
the two forts of Ebionites, and makes nd 
mention of any Nazarenes, as differing from 
them^ ^* Others/' he fays, '* whom a mai 
lignant demon was not able to turn afidc 
entirely from the love of Ghrift^ finding 
them weak in fome refpefts, reduceid into 
his power. Thefe by the ancients were 
called Ebionites, as thofe who thini; 
meanly concerning Chrift — For they 
think him to be merely a man, like 
other men, but approved on accourit of 
his virtue, being the fon of Mary's huf* 
band. Others called by the fame name, 
leaving the abfurd opinion of the former, 
do not deny that Chrift was born of a vir^ 
gin, but fay; that he was of the Holy Spirit, 
However at the fame time, they by nd 
means allowhig that Chrift was God, the 
word, and wifdom, were drawn into the 
reft of their impiety/' He then fays^ 

T Eict yap rivEg ou^ecsi^ ra; Tlccv>x Emrohxg r^ aTToroKa /JOfi 
'^i^c^i^^cvai^ ccaTre^: E^^ioivaid afi(pQl^^oi. in Celfup, lib. 6. p. 2 74. 

that 



Chap, VIII. tie fame People. 169 

that " they maintained the obfervance of 
** the Jewifti law, and that they ufed the 
" gofpel according to the Hebrews/' He 
fays alfo, ** that beggars are called Ebio- 
>• nites*." 

It may be clearly inferred, from a paflage 
in a letter of Jerom to Auftin^ that though 
he was acquainted with the nominal diftinc- 

■* Awuf J Sir 'SJOVYi^o; Sbwpwv tt?5 '^^fi Tov xp^rov n: Ses iiaSsa-BCig 

JPUKif A); s7rsffrifju(ov oi tr^coloi . 'sflaxt^? ^ TaTreivug ret Tszpi ra x^<r« 
^(i^oflai . kIov fiev ya§ aulov x^ Koiyoni vryavlo Kola 'tspoKomtv uds; 
txui(n fAOVOV av^^dyTTOv JkJixatiw/xEvov eI av^pog rs Koivmiag xj TYigMa^ias 
fyeyevYifAXVov ' ien 5s "sravliog auloig Tn; vofjunri; Spucrx«a^, ug fAn av iia 
ftovns th; «5 rov x?^^^^ 'mirea; xj th nar avhftv fts <ru9na'OfiEvois , 
£0^t 3k 'STOf a T87a5 mg au%g cv%i ^s^poanyo^iczg, Tnv fisv twv cifu/icvfiw 
f)A»roy S/ESiJ^^ocrxbv alomav^ 2k 'Zja^^evH i^ rn ayiH ^srvsufjuzlog firi agvn* 
fjLEVOi yeyovevM rov kv^iov ' n imi s& oiAOiug )y iiloi 'ZCfa^app^f/y atllov^ 
^S9V ^oyoy ovJa >9 aopiav ofjLoT^oysvlsg^ rr] rav ^pols^mv 'srs^iElgsTrovIo 
iyo'c^eta ' (jLO^sra ole ^ rnv ctcpLoiimv 'tstpi rov vofxov T^^siav o/xoitag 
sxttvoig fot^itTctiV Btnnioalicrf • 8?oi Sk ts fxtv a'Kora'NA ^aauag rag 
C9nro>^, a^sag rr/avlo eivM oeiv, aTroralriv a'TroxaXavleg aulov ra 
fOfXS • EvayfeXici) Je /j^oya ru hoB "E^^Mag Xsyofjisva %^fij/irv3<, raip 
XoiTTOiv afJLik^ov STroiifio Hycv , ^ to fjLtv Ha^^cclov xj t?) • liiSdutm 
•■' a>^^ aycoyyfv ofjLoicog snEivoig 'ssa^ot^u7<aT\Qv . ra/j J* ay wpiaicaig' 
Tifisfaig^ nfjuv ra tsa^aTTT^rma. £ig imvy\[jlw Tmg m xu^is avarao'sug eTTt-f. 
Iskmv . ofiev 'ssa^a Try Toiauiw syx^^^^^^v rrg toioj^ 7<shoyxaari wpo- 
erryo^tagy ns V^^iavMuv ovofjuzlog^ ty,v mg ^lavoiag ^lax^i^v aulav vtto" 
fouvovlog . touIytj ya^ £7rwX«v o W^w^oj zsag E^^atotg ovofiaielMm 
|iift. lib. 3. cap. 27. p. 121. 

tion 
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tion between the Ebionites and Nazarenes, 
he did not confider them as really, or at 
leaft as materially, differing from each otljer. 
f^ Jf thi^ be true,'* he fays, ** we fall into 
" the herefy of Cherlntus and Ebion, who,. 
f* believing in Chrift, were anathematiged 
^^ by the Fathers on this account only, that 
f* they mixed the ceremonies of. the law 
*• with the gofpel of Chrift, and held to the 
^^ new" (difpenfation) '* in fuch a manner 
*• as not to lofe the old. What (hall I fay 
^^ concer'ning the Ebionites, who pretend 
** that they are chriftians ? It is to this very 
** day in all the fynagogues of the eaft, a 
^' herefy among the Jews, called that of the 
*' Minei, now condemned by the Pharifccs^ 
** and commonly called Nazarenes, who be- 
'* lieve in Chrift the Son of God, born of 
'' the virgin Mary, and fay, that it was he 
** who fuffered under Pontius Pilate, and 
*' rofe again, in whom alfo we believe. But 
^* while they wifti to be both Jews and 
^* chriftians, they are neither Jews nor 
** chriftians *." 

m 

* Si hoc verum eft J in Cherinti et Hebionis haerefim 
dikbiniur, qui credentes in Chrifto, propter hoc folum a 

patribiK 
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That this account of the Nazarenes is 
only explanatory of the Ebionites, is evir- 
dent from his faying, ** What fliall I fay 
** concerning the Ebionites !" After fuch 
an expreflion as this, we naturally expedi 
that he fliould proceed to fay fome- 
thing concerning them, which this au^ 
thor moft evidently does ; obferving, that 
the fame people whq were called Ebionites 
(by the Gentiles) were called Minei an^ 
Nazarenes by the Jews, Had he meant to 
defcribe any other clafs of people, he would 
naturally have begun his next fentence with 
EJl et^ or EJi alia herejis^ and not fimply 
herejis efi. As to his fpeaking of herefy in 
the fecond fentence, and not heretics^ as in 

patrlbus anathematjizati funt; quod legis caerimonias 
Qirifti evangel io mifciierunt, et fic novar confeifli funt, ut 
Vetera non amitterent. Qijid dicam de Hebionitis, qui 
chriftianos effe fe fimulant ? Ufque hodie per totas orientis 
fynagogas inter Judaeos haerefis eft, quae dicitur mineorum, 
^t a Pharifaeis nunc ufque damnatur, quos vulgo Nazaraso9 
nuncupant, qui credunt in Chriftum, filium dei, natum de 
virgine Maria, et eum dicunt effe, qui fub Pontic Pilato 
paffus eft, et refurrexit, in quern et nos credimus : fed dum 
Ifolunt et Judaei effe, et chriftiani, nee Judzi funt nee 
qhrifliani. Opera, vol. i. p. 634; 

the 
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the firft, it is ia moft trifling inaccuracy in 
language, the eafieft of all others to fall 
into, and of no confequence to the meaning 
at all. Befides, Jerom's account of thefe 
two denominations of men is exactly the 
fime; the Ebionites being believers in 
i2brifiy but mixing the law and the go/pel * and 
the Nazarenes wijhing to be both Jews and 
'chrijliansj which certainly -comes to the 
very fame thing. 

Strefs has been laid on our author's fay^ 
ing, that the Ebionites pretended to be 
Chriftians ; but Jferom calls them credentes 
in ChriJiOf believers in Chriji ; and if they be- 
lieved in Chrift at all, they coUld not be* 
lieve much lefs than he himfelf rcprefents 
the Nazarenes to have done. It may be 
faid, that they only pretended to be chrif-^ 
lians, but were not, becaufe they had been 
excommunicated. But what had they been 
excommunicated for ? Not for any proper 
jmperfedion of their faith in Chrift, in 
which they were inferior to the Nazarenes, 
but only (folum) becaufe they mixed the ce- 
remonies of the law with the gofpel of 
Chrift; which, in other words, he afferts 

of 
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of the Nazarenes alfo, when he fays, they 
wifhed to be both Jews and chriftians. 
And though he does not fay that the Na- 
zarenes were excommunicated^ he fays they 
were not chrijiians^ which is an expreffion of 
the fame import. 

Had there been any foreign reafon why 
wc ihould fuppefe that Jerom meant to dif- 
tinguifh between the Ebionites and the 
Nazarenes^ we might have hefitated about 
the interpretation of his meaning, eafy as it 
18. But certainly there can be no caufe of 
hefitation^ when it is confidered that in this 
he agrees not with Epiphanius only, but 
with the whole ftrain of antiquity, as is 

allowed by Le CIcrc, and all the ableft cri- 
tics ; and to interpret his meaning otherwifc 
is to fet him at variance with all other 
writers. 

It is afked, ** Why were the Ccrinthians 
^* omitted ? Jerom places them with the 
*^ Ebionites in the preceding fentence : and if 
^* the Nazarenes and the Ebionites were fhe 
" fame people, it may, witli equal clearnefs of 
*' evidence, be inferred, that they were the 
•• fame people with the Ccrinthians likewife/^ 

2 I anfvvcr. 
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I anfwer, they were the fame people, as 
far as Jerom then confidered them, beeaufc 
they were equally zealous for the law of 
Mofes. 

It has been faid, that Auftin's anfwer to 
Jerom fhews, that he confidered them as 
different perfons. But Auftin only enume- 
rates all the names that Jerom had mention-- 
ed, and whether the differences were real 
or nominal, great or little, it fignified no- 
thing to him. He himfclf, in his Catalogue 
of herefiesy makes a difference between the 
Ebionites and Nazarenes, but by no means 
that which makes the latter to have been be-* 
lievers in the divinity of Chrift, and the for- 
mer not. And as it was a common opinion^ 
efpecially in the Wefl, that there vfzsfome 
difference between them (though the writers 
who fpeak of it could never be certain iii 
what it confifted) it was very natural in 
Auftin to mention them feparately, whether 
Jerom had made them the fame or not. 

I find that Suicer, in his Tkefaurus, under 
the article Ebion, makes the fame ufe of this 
pafTage of Jerom that I have done, and con- 
fiders the Nazarenes as a branch of the 

3 Ebionites. 



Chap. VIII. the fame People. 175 

Ebionites. Sandius alfo draws the fartie in- 
ference from this paflage* Hift. Ecclcf- 

P* 4- 

That the unbelievirlg Jews (hould call tho 

chfiilian Jews Nazarenes, is natural; be- 
caufe that was the opprobrious appellation 
by which they had been diftinguifhed from 
the' beginning. According to Tertullian, 
they called them fo in his time *. Agobard 
fiiys they did the fame when he wrote +. 
But it was not fo natural that this fliould be* 
adopted by the Gentile chriftians, becauf# 
they had been ufed to regard that appella- 
tion with more refpedt. When, therefore^ 
they came to diftinguifli themfelves from 
the Jewifli chriftians, and to diflike their 
tenets^ it was natural for them to adopt Ibme 
other appellation than that of Nazarenes^, 
and the term Ebtonitesy given them likewife 
by their unbelieving brethren, equally an- 
fwered their purpofe. 

* Unde et ipfo nomine nos Judarf Nazarcnos appellant" 
per eum. Adv. Marcionem, lib. 4. fe£J:. 8. p. 418. 

+ Quod autem dominum noftrum Jefunj Chriftum ctr 
chriftianos in omnibus orationibus fuis fub Nazarenorunv 
nomine cotidie malcdicaig. De lafolcntia Judaeorum, 
Opq^ p. 63. 

The 
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The term minei is from the Hebrew 
b^JD (minim) which lignifie$ JeSlaries^ 
and is that by which the Jews, in all their 
writings, diftinguifti the chriftians^ 

It is fomething remarkable, that Juftin 
Martyr does not ule the terndi Ebionite^ or 
any other expreflive of diflike. Irenaeus is 
the firft who ufes it, or who fpeaks of thcJ 
Jewifh unitarians with the leaft difrefped. 

It is an argument in favour of the identity 
of the Nazarenes and Ebionites, that the 
former are not mentioned by name by any 
writer who likewife fpeaks of the Ebionites 
before Epiphanius, who was fond of multi- 
plying herefies, though the people fo called 
were certainly known before his time. The 
term Ebionites only occurs in Irenasus^ 
Tertullian, Origen, and Eufebius, None of 
them make any mention of Nazarenes ; and 
yet it cannot be denied, that they ' muft 
have been even more confiderable in the 
time of thofe writers, than they were after-* 
wards. 

Thecondudl of all thefe Writers is eaialy 
Accounted for on the fuppofitions, that, iii 
the time of Juftin Martyr, the Jewifli cbrif- 

tians^ 
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tians^ though all unitarians, and even difbe- 
lieving the miraculous conception^ were not 
known by any opprobrious appellation/ at 
all ; that afterwards they were firft diftin-* 
guifhed by that of Ebionites ; and that it was 
not till the time of Epiphanius (when fuch 
writers as he, who wrote exprefsly on the 
fubjetft of herejy^ made a parade of their 
learning, by recounting a multiplicity of 
herefies) that the term Nazarenes, by which 
the unbelieving Jews ftill continued to call 
the chriflians among them, was laid hold of, 
as fignifying a fedt different from that of the 
Ebionites. 

Mofheim makes a doubt whether there 
was fuch a perfon as Ebion^ or not. I have 
feen no evidence at all that any perfon of 
that name ever cxifted. There is ho foun- 
der of a fed, of whofe hiftory fome par- 
ticulars have not been handed down to pof- 
terity; but this is vox et praterea nihil. 
The term Ebionite^ was alfo long prior to 
that of Ebion. They who firft ufed this 
term, fay nothing about the man from 
others, and they were too late to know any 
thing of him themfelves. 

Vol. IIL N It 
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It muft be more particularly difficult to 
account for the conduct of Eufebius, on the 
fuppofition either of there having been fuch 
a perfon as Ebion, or of there having been 
any diftindtion betvsreen the Ehionites and 
Nazarenes, firice it was his bufinefs, as an 
hiftorian, to have noticed^ both. 

The opinion that the Ehionites and Na- 
zarenes were the fapie people, is maintained 
by Le Clerc, and the moft eminent critics 
ofthelaftage. What Mr, Jones (who is re- 
markable for his caution in giving an opi- 
nion) fays on this fubjed, is well worth 
quoting. 

** \X is plain, there was a very great 
** agreement between, thefe two ancient 
•^ feds ; and though they went under dif- 
^* ferent names, yet they feem only to have 
** differed in this, that the Ehionites had 
** made fome addition to the old Nazarenc. 
** fyftem. For Origen exprefsly tell usj 

''^e^fABvot. TAey are called Ehionites wbb 
** from among the Jews own Jefus to be the 
" Chrifi. And though Epiphanius feems to 
" make their gofpels different, calling one 
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** iBXfifBrahvj more entire y yet this need not 
*^move us. For if the learned Cafaubon*s* 
" conjediure (hould not be righti that we 
^' jfhould read the fame « -Bj^^nferoflov, iii both 
•' places (w^ich yet is very probable for 
" any thing that Father Simon has proved 
" to the contrary) yet will the difficulty be 
*' all removed at once, by this fingle con- 
" fideration ; that Epiphanius never faw any 
*^ gofpel of the Nazarenes. lor though 
" he calls it tsM^^Toiov, yet he himfelf fays, 

** 8» oiioi 3e u ra; ysveety^ia^ fsjt^iei^jovy he did tlOt kflOW 

** whether they had taken away the genealogy^ 
** as the Ebionites had done ; i. e. having 
** never feen the Nazarene gofpel, for ought 
** he knew, it might be the very fame with 
** that of the Ebionites, as indeed it moft' 
*^ certainly was^." 

In my opinion, Jerom has fufficiently de^ 
cided this laft queftion. Could he have had 
any other idea than that thefe two fe<Ss (if 
they were two) ufed the fame gofpel, ^yhen^ 
he faid, *' In the gofpel ufed by the Na- 
*' zarenes and Ebionites, which is com- 
** monly called the authentic gofpel of 

• On the Canon, vol. i. p. 386. 

N 2 Matthew, 
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«< Mattbcw, whkh I lately tranflated from 
*^ Hebrew into Greek, &c.»" 

Farther, the peculiar opinions of the 
Ebionites and the Nazarenea are reprefented 
by the mod refpedable authorities as the 
very fiune ; only fome have thought that the 
Nazareoes believed the miraculous con* 
ception, and the Ebionites not. But this 
has no Ikithority whatever among the ao« 
dents. 

Epiphanius fays, in the middle of his 
firft fedtion relating to the Ebionites^ that 
Ebion (whom in the twenty ^fourth fec« 
tion he makes to be cotemporary with the 
apoftle John) ^^ borrowed his abominable 
'^ rites from the Samaritans, his opinion 
*' ( ywpir ) from the Nazarenes, his name 
" from the Jews, &c.*" And he lays, in 
'* the beginning of the iecond fedlion, '* he 
** was cotemporary with the former^ and 

^ In ev&ngelio, quo utuntur Nazarrni ct Ebionine 
(quod nuper in Grxcum de Hebraeo fcrmone irmftulimiii 
ct quod vocatur a plcrifquc Matthci authcnttcuoi), b 
Matt. li« 13. Opcra^ vol. 6. p. ai* 

f Z^^iof f&iv iu$ yof t^ ixn to ^IfAnfiri himm n t« 

Mm 9xti9 'mmftnntfmh Her. 30* kSU i« p. 125* 

«^had 
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'* had the fame origin with them ; and firft he 
•* afferted that Chrift was born of the com* 
'* merce and feed of man, namely, Jofeph, 
*^ as we fignified above,'* referring to the 
firft words of his firft fedion, *' when we 
^^ faid that in other refpefts he agreed with 
*^ them all, and differed from them only in 
^* this, viz. in his adherence to the laws of 
** the Jews with refpeft to the fabbath, 
^* circumcifion, and other things that were 
** enjoined by the Jews and Samaritans^ 
** He moreover adopted many more things 
•* than the Jews, in imitation of the Sama- 
** ritans*," the particulars of which he 
then proceeds to mention ^ i. 

In the fame fedtion he fpeaks of the 
Ebionites as inhabiting the fame country 
with the Nazarenes, and adds that, *' agree- 
** ing together, they communicated of their 
** perverfenefs to each other •[• ." Then, in 

♦ Sec note, page 164, in this volume. 

-f* Evdcv ofxfi^cu *m naici^ aJla 3t%tJ»aXia;, (&£¥ 3n&ey t^ "Sam 

Jiaer. ^0. fcfl:. 2. p. 125, 126. 

N3 thp 
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the third fedion, he obferves that, after- 
wards, fome of the Ebionites entertained a 
differei>t opinion concerning Chrift, th^a 
that he was the fon of Jofeph ; fuppofing 
that, after Elxaeus joined them, they learned 
of him fome faqcy concerning Chrift and 
the Holy Spirit*, 

Concerning the Nazarenes, in the feyenth 
feftion of his account pf then^, he fays, 
that they were Jews in all refpedls, except 
that they *' believed in Chrift 3 but I do not 
** know whether they hold the miraculous 
** conception or not-f/' This amounts to 
jio more than a doubt, which he afterwards 
abandoned, by aflerting that ^hc Ebionites 
held the fame opinion concerning Chrift 
with the Nazarenes, which opinion he ex- 
preflly ftates to be their belief, that Jefus 
was a mere man, and the fon of Jofeph, 

Paer. 30. feft. 3. p. 127. 

•f- Tim x?^^ ^£ ^^ o'^<* ^^^^^i' s' ^ ^01 tn T(yy wpocBipDfjLsmf 
■ VEPi KwfivSov }^ Mrpiv^ov fiox^^ia. ay^eSlz;^ ^j/*^ ovSf «9roy vo^^- 

M<xf<a$, 3iaf£f«i«vT», Hxr. ^9, fed. 7. vol. i. p. 123. 



Chap. VIII. the fame 'People. J83 

As to any properly orthodox Nazarenes, 
i. c. believers in the pre-exiftence or divi- 
nity of Chrift, I find no traces of them any 
where. Auftin fays, that the Nazarenes were 
by fome called Symmachians, from Symma- 
chus, who is not only generally called an 
Ebionite, but who wrote exprefsly againft 
the doiStrine of the miraculous conception. 
How then could the Nazarenes be thought 
to be different from the Ebionites, or to 
bclteve any thing of the divinity of Chrift, 
or even the miraculous conception^ in the 
opinion of thofe who called thepi Symma* 
chians ? Auftin who mentions this, does 
not fay that they were mifc^lled. 

Theodoret, who, living in Syria, ^had a 
good opportunity of being acquainted witli 
the Nazarene§, defcribes them as follows ; 
*• The Nazarenes are Jews who honour 
'* Chfift as a righteous man, and ufe the 
** gofpel according to Peter*/' This ac-» 
count of the faith of the Nazarenes was 

YqI. lib. 2. cap. 2, Opera, vol. 4. p. 219. 

N 4 evidently 



s 84 Nazarenes and Ebionitei Book IIL 

evidently meant to reprefent them as dif- 
fering from the orthodox with rcfpedb to 
the dodrine concerning Chrifl ; and is to 
be underftood as if he had faid, '' they be- 
** lieve him to have been nothing more 
^^ than a righteous man^ and a divine 
** teacher" (for claiming to be fuch, he 
could not otherwife have been a righteous 
man) '* but they do not believe in his 
** pre<*exiftence, or divinity." Orthodox 
perfons^ who believe thefe doArines, are 
never defcribed by any of the ancients as 
Theodoret has defcribed the Nazarenes* 

In the paflage quoted from Epiphanius^ in 
which he gives an account of the motives 
for John'^s writing his gofpel, it is evident, 
both that he confidered the Nazarenes as 
^xifting at that tirne^ and alfo that they ftood 
in as much need of being taught the pre* 
exiftence and divinity of Chrift as theEbio- 
nites. In another place this writer com- 
pares the Nazarenes to perfons who, feeing 
a lire at a diftance, and not underftanding 
the caufe, or the ufe of it, run towards it, 
and burn themfelyes j *' So thefe Jews/' 
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he fays, ** on hearing the name of Jefus only, 
•• and the miracles performed by the apof- 
** tics, believe on him 5 and knowing that his 
** mother was with child of him at Nazareth, 
*^ that he was brought up in the houfe of 
■^* Jofeph, and that, on that account, he was 
** called a Nazarene (the apoftles ftiling him 
^* a man of Nazareth, approved by miracles, 
** and mighty deeds) impofed that name 
'* upon themfelves*." This can never agree 
with this Writer fuppofing that the Naza- 
Tcnes believed in the divinity of Chrift, or 
indeed in the miraculous conception ; much 
lefs with their having an origin fubfequent 
to the times of the apoftles. And he never 
mentions, or hints at, any change of opi- 
nion in the Nazarenes. 

That Auftin did not confider the Na-p 
zarcnes in any favourable light, is evident 

fjLSia ra 5ia ^f/^wv t«v a7roroy\iuy yvoyi£va^ xj aculoi ei^ caflov 'srirwHO'i • 
yvovleg Je aJlov etc Na^a^ ev yar^t £yxvjj|ovn^fv?«i f^ ev outo) laffmfi 
aval^a^tvla^ jy Sia tSo ev tqj ei/ayrosita IncrHv Na(a^oy kcC^' 
<rSai, «j ^ 01 a7ros'o?\oi ^aaiv Ijjctsv tov If aiflJ/?atoy av5{>a, a^oJefeiy- 
ffj£wv £v T£ artfjisioii )^ Te^offi ^ ra s^g ; t«7o jo ovofxa e7rOi!^u»^» 
Mjloig^ TO ka>stiff^M Naf«fa«fj. Haer. 29. feS. 5. Opiera, 

vol. I. p^ 120* 

fron^ 
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from his calling them, in his anfwer to 
Jerom, heretics, '' As to the opinion of thofe 
^* heretics, who, while they ^yould be both 
** Jews and chriftians, can neither be Jews 
^* nor chriftians, &c.*" It is in thefe very 
words that Jerom had cbaradterized thofe 
whom he had called Nazarenes. What 
more could Auftin have faid of the Ebio- 
Tiites ? Can it be fiippofed that he would 
have fpoken of the Nazarenes in this man- 
ner, if he had thought them orthodox with 
irefpedt to the dod:rine of the trinity ; efpe- 
cially confidering that it was in an age in 
which the greateft account was made of 
that doftrine 5 fo that perfed foundnefs in 
that article might be fuppofed to have 
atoned for defeds in other things. Th^ 
Jerom did not confider thp Nazarenes as 
orthodox, even if he did make them, tp 
be different from the Ebionites, is evident 
from his calling them not chrijiians. 

If we confider the general character of 
the Jewifli chriftians in the time of the 

* Quid putaverint haeretici, qui qum volant et Judaei 
pfTe et chriftiani, nee Judaei cffe nee chriftiani ^flfc potUQ- 
funt, &g. Opera, vol. ?. p. 7^. 
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apoftles, and particularly how apt they were 
to be alarmed at the introdudtion of any 
thing that was new to them, and had the 
leaft appearance of contrariety to the Jaw 
of Mofes, it will both fupply a ftrong ar- 
gument in favour of the truth of chrifti- 
anity, and againft their receiving the doc- 
trine of the divinity or pre-exiiftence of 
Chrift either then or afterwards. Their 
rOoted prejudices againft the apoftle Paul 
(whofe converfion to chriftianity muft have 
given them great fatisfa<Sion) merely, on 
account of his adtiyity in preaching the gof- 
pel to the uncircumcifed Gentiles (though 
with the approbation of the reft of the 
apoftles) ihows that they would not receive 
any novelty without the ftrongeft evidence. ^ 
Their diflike of 'the apoftle Paul, we know 
from ecclefiaftical hiftory, continued to the 
lateft period of their exiftence as a church, 
and they would never make ufe of his writ- 
ings. But to the very laft, their objedions 
to him amounted to nothing more than hi§ 
being no friend to the law of Mofes. 

The refemblance between the charadter of 
^he Ebiopitcsj as given by the early, chrifT. 
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tian Fathers, and that of the Jewifli chrif- 
tians at the time of Paul's laft journej to 
Jerufalcm, Is very ftriking. After he had 
given an account of his condud to the more 
intelligent of them, they were iatisfied with 
it I but they thought there would be great 
difficulty in fatisfying others. ^^ Thou 
«« feeft brother," fay they to him. Ads 
xxu 20. ^^ how many thoufands of Jews 
'' there are who believe, and they are all 
*' zealous of the law. And they arc in* 
^' formed of thee, that thou teacheft all the 
^^ Jews who are among the Gentiles, to for* 
'^ fake Mofes ; faying that they ought not 
** to circumcifc their children, neither to 
^* walk after the cuftoms. What is it 
*' therefore ? The multitudes mufl needs 
^' come together, for they will hear that 
^' thou art come. Do therefore this that 
** we fay unto thee : We have four men who 
^^ have a vow on them i them take, and pu* 
^* rify thyfclf with them, and be at charges 
** with them, that they may (have their 
M heads, and all may know that thofe things 
'' whereof they were informed concerning 
f' thee are nothing, but fha( (hott thyfelf 

2 «« alfo 
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•• alfo walkeft orderly and keepeft the law/* 
So great a refemblance ia feme things, viz. 
their attachment to the law, and their pre* 
judices againfl Paul, cannot but lead us to 
imagine, that they were the fame in other 
refpedts alfo, both being equally zealous 
obicrvers of the law, and equally ftrangcrs 
to the dodtrine of the divinity of Chrift* 
In that age all the Jews were equally 
zealous for the great do<flrine of the unity of 
GoJf and their peculiar cujloms. Can it be fup- 
poied then that they would fo obftinately 
retain the one, and fo readily abandon the 
other ? 

I have not met with any mention of more 
than one orthodox Jewi£h chriftian in the 
courfe of my reading, ^nd that is one whofe 
name was Jofeph, whom Epiphanius fays 
he met with at Scythopolis, when all the 
other inhabitants of the place were Arians. 
Haer. 30. Opera, vol, i, p. 129. 



CHAP. 
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C H A P T E R IX. 

Of the fuppofed Church of Orthodox yews 
at Jerufalem, fubfequent to the Time of 
Adrian. 

Ti I^OSHEIM fpeaksof a church of trini- 
^^^ tarian Jews, who had abandoned the 
law of Mofes, and refided at Jerufalem; fub*' 
fequent to the time of Adrian. Origen, 
who aflerts that all the Jewifh chriftians of 

his time conformed to the law of Mofes, he 

• ^ ■ . . 

fays, muft have known of this church j and 

therefore he does not hefitate to tax him 

with aflerting a wilful falfehood. - Error 

was often afcribcd to this great man by the 

later Fathers, but never before, I believe, 

was his veracity called in queftion. And 

leaftof all can it be fuppofed, that he would 

have dared to afTert a notorious untruth iA a 

public controverfy. He muft have been a 

fool, as well as a knave, to have ventured 

upon it. 

Bodies 
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Bodies of men do not fuddenly change 
their opinions, and much lefs their cuftoms 
and habits ; leaft of all would an adt of 
violence produce ^ that efFedt ; and of all 
mankind the experiment was the leaft likely 
to anfwer with the Jews. If it had pro- 
duced any efFe<ft for a time, their old cuftoms 
and habits would certainly have returned 
when the danger was over. It might juft as * 
well be fuppofed that all the Jews in Jerufa- 
lem began at that time to fpeak Greek, as Well 
as that they abandoned their ancient cuftoms. 
And this might have been alledged in favour' 
of it, that from that time the biftiops of 
Jerufalem were all Greeks, the public of-' 
fices were no doubt performed in the Greek '■ 
language, and the church of Jerufalem was 
indeed, in all refpefts, as much a Greek' 
church as that of Antioch. 

Moftieim produces no authority in his* 
DilFertations for his aflertion. He only 
fays, that he cannot reconcile the faft that ' 
Origen mentions, with his feeming unwil-' 
lingnefs to allow the Ebionites to be chrif- * 
tians. But this is eafily accounted for from ' 
the attachment which he himfelf had to the^ 

doftrine 
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doflrine of the divinity of Chrift, which 
they denied; and from their holding no 
communion with other chriftians. 

All the appearance of authority that I can 
find in any ancient writer, of the Jewifh 
chriftians deferting the law of their ancef-« 
tors, is in Sulpicius Severus, to whom I am 
referred by Mofheim in his Hiftory. But 
what he fays on the fubjed is only what 
follows : ** At this time Adrian, thinking 
** that he fhould deftroy chriftianity by 
** deftroying the place, erected the images of 
*^ daemons in the church, arvd in the place 
** of our Lord's fufFerings ; and becaufe the 
** chriftians were thought to confift chiefly 

" of Jews (for then the church at Jcrufalem 
•' had all its clergy of the circumcifion) 
** ordered a cohort of foldiers to keep con- 
*' ftant guard, and drive all Jewa from any 
*' accefs to Jerufalem ; which was of fervice 
•* to the chriftian faith. For at that time 
" they almoft all believed Chrift to be God, 
" but with the obfervance of the law ; the 
** Lord fo difpofing it, that the fervitudc 
*• of the law fhould be removed from the 
** liberty of the faith and of the church^ 

Then 
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" Then was Marc the firft bifliop of the 
" Gentiles at Jerufalem*." Here the hif- 
torian fays, that the object of Adrian was to 
overturn chriftianity, and that the Jews 
were banifhed becaufe the chriftians there 
were chiefly of that nation. According to 
this account, all the Jews, chriftians, as well 
as others, were driven out of Jerufalem, and 
nothing is faid of any of them forfaking the 
lawofMofcs. Eufebius mentions the ex- 
puliion of the Jews from Jerufalem, but 
iays hot a word of any of the chriftians 
there abandoning circumcifion, and their 
other ceremonies, on that occafion. In- 
deed, fuch a thing was in the higheft de- 

♦ Qua tempeftate Adrianus, exiftimans fe chriflianam 
fidem loci injuria perempturum, et in templo ac loco do* 
minicae paflionis daemonum fimulachra conftituit. £t 
quia chriftiani ex Judaeis potiffimum putabantur (namquc 
^ turn Hieix)folymae non nifi ex circumcifione habebat cc 
clcfia Sacerdotem) militum cohortem cuftodias in perpc- 
tuum agitare juffit, quae Judseos omnes Hierofolymae adi- 
tus arceret. Quod quidem chriftianae fidei proficicbat j 
quia turn pene omnes Chriftum Deum fub legis obfcrva- 
tione credebant, Nimirum id domino ordinante difpofituni, 
ut legis fervitus a libertate fidei atque ecclefia; tollcrctm. 
Ita turn primum Marcus ex Gentibus apuJ Hierololyma:!! 
epifcopus fuit. Hift. lib, 2. cap. 31. p. 2 15- 

Vol.. Ill, O grcc 
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gree improbable. Speaking of the defola- 
tlon mentioned, If. vi. he fays, that ** it 
** was fulfilled in the time of Adrian, when 
** the Jews, undergoing a fecond fiege, were 
** reduced tofuch mifery, that, by the im- 
** perial orders, they were not fufFered even 
** to fee the defolation of their metropolis 
** at a diltance*." 

Independent of all natural probability, had 

Sulpitius Severus aftually written all that 

Moftieim advances ; whether is it from this 

writer, or from Origen, that we are more 

likely to gain true information on this fubje(ffc. 

Origen, writing in controverfy, and of courfe 

fubjedl to corredion, appeals to a fad: as 

notorious in the country in which he him- 

felf refided, and in his own times, to which 

therefore he could not but have have given 

particular attention. Whereas Sulpitius 

Severus lived in the remoteft part of Gaul^ 

feveral thoufand miles from Palcflifie, and 

v7rofji£ivavls^ laSbuoi 'moT^Q^Kiav^ eig TifioiQ^JcoHOV *s:£piEiy,a'av^ ec^ vo/ju>ig 

fjL'^po7ro>£ug decopeiv s7rPc£7tsaSrai» Monifaucon's CoUefiio, 
vol. 2. p. 379-' 

two 
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two hundred years after Origen, fo that he 
could not have afferted the' fad: as from his 
own knowledge ; and he quotes no other 
perfon for it; But, in reality, Sulpitius Seve- 
rus is no more favourable to Mofheim's ac- 
count of the matter than Origen himfelf ; 
fo that to the authority of both of them, cC 
all ancient teftimony, and natural probabi- 
lity, nothing can be oppofed but a willing- 
nefs to find orthodox Jewifh chriftians fome-^ 
where. 

The pafTage of Origen, which is a full 
contradidlion to all that Mojfheim has ad- 
vanced concerning this orthodox Jewifli 
church, confifting of perfons who abandon- 
ed the law of Mofes, at the furrender of Je- 
rufalem to Adrian, is as follows : ** He who 
*' pretends to know every thing, does not 
*' know what belongs to the profnpopeia. 
** For what does he fay to the Jewifh be- 
'• lievers, that they have left, the cuftomsof 
*' their ahceftors, having been ridiculoufly 
*• deceived by Jefus, and have gone over to 
'' another name, and another mode of life ; 
** not confidering that thofe Jews who have 
^^ believed in Jefus have not deferted the; 

2^ '* cuftoms 
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^' cuftoms of their anceftors ; for they live 
" according to them, having a name agrees 
^' ing.with the poverty of their legal obfer- 
*• vances. For the word Ebion^ in the 
** Jewifli language, fignifies poor ; and thofe 
^^ of the Jews who believe Jefus to be the 
^* Chrift, are called Ebionites *.*' 

Can it be fuppofed that Origen woul4 
have ventured to write in this manner (even 
fuppofing that he had no principle of inte- 
grity to reftrain him from telh'ng a wilful lie) 
if he had known any fuch church of Jewifh 
chriftians as Moftieim defcribes. Befides, 
Origen*s account of things agrees with what 
dl the ancients fay on the fubjeft. Eufe- 
bius fays, that the bifhops of Jerufalem were 
Jews till the time of Adrian +. The bifhops 

* A>^ fin TTore d mavT f9rayy£XXo/4fv©* Bi^emty ro axoXni^ov 
8x oiJfi Kara rov rowoy twj iSfOffmoTCoia; ; t< av ;^ Xeytt 'Bpoj Tifj 
exTTo IxSiwwv mrevovTogf uaravonTSov . (pwiv aui^i^ KarcOuTrovrctg to» 

7fXo<a}j • )^ aTmurofioT^i^evat etg aro^ ovofjifit^ )^ sig oJO^v 0iov» M)j3fi 
T8T0 tcaTavoYKroiy cm Je wno laiawv sig rov hionsv 'Sirsvovng a xa- 
Tci>^>soiTroun tov *srarpiov vofiov . Bmai yap xar aurov. ETTUWi/ai ms 
Kara tuv sfi^oxnv wrax,sicxg m vofiH y^yernifiEvoi, In Celfuni| 
lib. 2. p. 56. 

rov api^fJLov aulo^i yeyovaaiv iTCiaxxmm ^taS'ox/Oti * ag 'ssocHaq 'EQpaw^ 
faaiy ovlag^ ovtHoBsf mv yvaciv ra xpir^i yvr.7m^ KcSah^our^ai, 
Jlift, lib. 4. cap. 5- p« 143* 

were 
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were Jews, becaufe the people were fo. It 
is natural^ therefore, to fuppofe, that when 
the bifliops were Greeks, the people were 
Greeks alfo. And this is what Nicephorus 
etpreflly aflerts to have been the cafe. For 
he fays, that ** Adrian caufed Jerufalem to 
** be inhabited by Greeks only, and per- 
** mitted no others to live in it*/* 

Origen is fo far from faying, that any 
Jews abandoned circumcifion, and the rites 
of their religion, that he fays fome of the 
Gentile chrillians conformed to them-f-. 

Having confulted Eufebius, and other 
ancient writers to no purpofe, for fome 
account of thefe Jews who had deferted 
the religion of their anceftors, I looked 
into Tillemont, who is wonderfully careful 
and exadt in bringing together every thing 
that relates to his fubjevlt; but his account 

lib. 3. cap. 24. vol. I. p. 256. 

t Quia non folum carnales Judaei de jircumcifione car- 
ftis revincendi funt nobis, fed nonnuUi ex eis, qui Chrifti 
nomen videntur fufcepifTc, et tamen carnalem circumci- 
fionem recipiendam putant : ut Ebionitae, et fi qui his 
tmili paupertate fenfus aberrant. In Gen. Horn. 3. Opera'. 
vol. 2. p. 19. 

O 7 of 
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of the matter differs widely indeed from 
that of Moflbeim. He fays (Hift. des 
Empereurs, torn. 2. part 2. p. 506) *' The 
** Jews converted to the faith of Chrift 
*' were not excepted by Adrian from the 
** prohibition to continue at Jerufalem. 
*' They were obliged to go out with the 
*' reft. But the Jews being then obliged 
^' to abandon Jerufalem, that church began 
** to be compofed of Gentiles, and before 
** the death of Adrian, in the middle of the 
** year 138, Marc, who was of Gentile 
*' race, was eftabliflied their bifliop.'* He 
does not fay with Mollieim, that this Marc 
was chofen by the Jews who abandoned the 
Mofaic rites. Hift. vol. i. p. '172. 

Fleury, I find, had the fame idea of that 
event. He fays (Hift. voL 1. p. 316. ) 
** From this time the Jews were forbidden 
** to enter Jerufalem, or even to fee it at 
** a diftance. The city being afterwards 
** inhabited by Gentiles, had no other name 
** than ^lia. Hitherto the church of Je- 
** rufalem had only been compofed of Jcw- 
*' ifli converts,- who obferved the ritual of 
** the law under the liberty of the gofpel; 

1 " but 
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*' but then, as the Jews were forbidden to 
** remain there, and guards were placed to 
*^ defend the entrance of it, there were no 
" other chriilians there befides tKofe who 
** were of Gentile origin ; and thus the re-^ 
*' mains of the fervitude of the law were 
*' entirely aboliflied," 

I cannot help, in this place, taking fome 
farther notice of what Mofheim fays with 
refpedl to this charge of a wilful falfliood 
on Origen. Jerom, in his epiflle to Pam- 
machius (Opera, vol. i. p. 496.) fiys, that 
Origen adopted the Platonic doftrine of the 
fubferviency of truth to utility, as with re- 
fped: to deceiving enemies, &c. the fame that 
Mr. Hume, and other fpeculative moralifts 
have done; confidering the foundation of all 
focial virtue to be the public gocfd. But 
it by no means follows from this, that fuch , 
perfons will ever indulge themfelves in any 
greater violations of truth, than thofe who 
hold other fpeculative opinions concerning 
the foundation of morals. 

Jerom was far from faying, that ** Ori- 
*' gen reduced his theory to practice. " He 
mentions no inflance whatever of his having 

O 4 recourfe 
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recourfe to it, and is far, indeed, from vin- 
dicating any perfon in aflerting, that to 
filence an adverfary, he had recourfe to the 
wilful and deliberate allegation of a«noto- 
xious falfhood. 

Grotius alfc fays, that it is well dbferved 
by Sulpitius Severus, that all the Jewifli 
chriftians till the time of Adrian held that 
Chrift was God, though they obferved 
the law of Mofes, in the paiTage which I 
have quoted from him. But the fenfe in 
which Grotius underftood the term God m 
this place muft be explained by his own 
fentiments concerning Chrift. As to Sul- 
pitius himfelf, he muft be confidered as 
having faid nothing more than that, ** aU 
*' moft all the Jews at Jerufalem were 
" chriftians, though they obferved the law 
** of Mofes." This writer's mere aflertion, 
that the Jewifti chriftians held Chrift to be 
God, in the proper fenfe of the word, im- 
fupported by any reafons for it, i-s not to 
fee regarded. 



C H A F. 
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• CHAPTER X. 

Of the fuppofed Herejy of the Rbionttes and 
Nazarenes, and other particulars relating 
to them. 

T Have obferved that Tertullian is the 
firft chriftian writer who exprefsly calls 
the Ebionitcs heretics. Irenaeus, in his 
large, treatife concerning herefy^ cxprefles 
great diflike of their doftrine, always re- 
prefenting them as believing that Jefus was 
the fon of Jofeph ; but he never confounds 
them with the heretics. Juftin Martyr 
makes no mention of Rbionites^ but he 
fpeaks of the Jewijh chrifiians^ which has 
been proved to be a fynonymous expreflion i 
and it is plain, that he did not confider 
all of them as heretics, but only thofe of 
them who refufed to communicate with 
the Gentile chriftians. With refpedt to 
the reft, he fays, that he fliould have 

no 
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no obje£^ion to hold in communion with 
them*. Hedefcribes them as perfons who 
obferved the law of Mofes, .but did not 
impofe it upon others. Who could thefe 
be but Jewifti unitarians ? For according 
to the evidence of all antiquity, and what 
is fuppofed by Juftin himfelf, all the 
Jewifh chriftians were fuch. It is pro- 
bable, therefore, that the Nazarcnes,. or 
Ebionites, were confidered as in a (late 
of excommunication, merely becaufe they 
would have impofed the law of Mofes upon 
the Gentiles, and refufed to hold commu- 
nion with any, befides thofe who were cir- 
cumcifed ; fo that, in fadt, they excommu- 
nicated themfelves. 

This circumftance may throw fome light 
on the pajflage in Jerom, in which he fpeaks 
of the Ebionites as anathematized folely 
on account of their adherence to the Jewifli 
law. The Ebionites, at leaft many of them, 
would have impofed the yoke of the Jewifli 
law upon the Gentile chriftians. They 

ial. p. 231. 

would 
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would not communicate with thofe who 
were not circumcifed, and of courfe thefe 
could not communicate with tHem ; fo 
that they were neceflarily in a (late of ex- 
communication with refpcdl to each other, 

_ « 

This would alfo be the cafe with the Ce- 
rinthians, as well as the Ebionites ; and 
therefore Jerom mentions them togethel- ; 
the feparation of communion with refpedt 
to both arifing, in a great meafure, from 
the obfervance of the law of Mofes; though 
Jerom might write unguardedly, as he often 
did, in confounding the cafe of the Cerin- 
thians fo much as he here does with that 
of the Ebionites. 

Ruffinus makes the herefy of Ebion to 
confift in their enjoining the obfervance of 
the Jewifli law*. The attachment of the 
Jews to their own law was certainly very 
great. Origen fpeaks of the Ebionites as 

♦ Confilium vanitatis eft quod Ebion docet, ita Chrifto 
credi dcbere, ut circumcifio carnis, et obfervatio fabbathi, 
ct facrificiorum folemnitas, caetcrxque omncs obfervantiae 
fecundum legis literam teneantur. In Symbol, p. 189. 

thinking 



•v 
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thinking that Chrift came chiefly for the 
fake of the Ifraelites*^ 

There is fomething very particular in 
the condudt of Tertullian with refpedl to 
the Ebionites. He fpeaks of the herefy of 
Ebion (of which he makes'but the flighted: 
mention in his Treatifc againft herefy in 
general) as confiding in the obfervance of 
the Jewifli ceremonies -f- ; and yet he fays, 
that ** John in his epiftle calls thofe chiefly 
*' antichrifts, who denied that Chrifl: came 
** in the flefli, and who did not think that 
** Jefus was the Son of God i* meaning, 
probably, a difl^elief of the miraculous 
conception. ** The former," he fays, 
•* Marcionheld, the latter Ebion J/' 

* 0VK aTTBTcO^mf El fin tig ra isrpoSala ra avoXoiff^ola oum I<rpan>, # 
sx e\a(AJoavofA£v rocJIa a$ ot ^laxf^ '^ ^iavou» ^Suavam rnlaxttot^ rq^ 
hamioii ivrmufMi (JE£ia> yap o fsflaxog 'sap ESpauu^ cwfjialilai) mt 
vsQ>o&m VKi rag aapfUKng IffOB^Slai 'tffponynfAsvas rov x^troy atS<)n« 
fcuKExoi. Philocalia, p* i6. 

f Ad Galatas fcribens invehitur jn obfervatores et de- 
fenfores/circumcifionis et legis. Hebionis haerefiseft. Dtf 
Praefcrip. feft. 33. Opera, p. 214, 

%^ At in epiftola eos maxime antichriftos vocat, qui 
Chriftum negarent in carne veniffe, et qui non putarenc 

Jefum. 
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Upon the wjiole, the condudl of Ter^ 
tullian very much refembles that of Ire- 
naeus^ who, without clafling tlie Ebionites 
with heretics, expreflcs great diflike of 
their doctrine. 

It is certain, that the Ebionites were a 
very different fet of perfons from the Gnof- 
tics, and that they were utter ftrangers to 
the principles of that philofophy which 
were the caufe of the prejudice that was en- 
. tertained concerning matter and the ^^rfy, and 
which led the Gnoflics to recommend cor- 
poreal aufterities, and abftinence from mar- 
riage. Epiphanius fays, that ** the Ebio^ 
** nites, and all fuch feds, were enemies to 
^* virginity and continence*/' 

This writer's hatred of the Ebionites, and 

of courfe his mifreprefentation of them, are 

. very confpicuous. But there is one thing 

which he lays to their charge, which, though 

abfolutcly incredible, it is not cafy to ac» 

Jefum effe filium dei. Illud Marcion, hoc Hebion vindi- 
cavit. De Praefcrip. fcft. 33. Opera, p. 214. 

syH^aSeia^ ag x) 'ma^a TOij a>0^aig ofMiaug raiHn aipecre(ru Haer. 30. 
p. 526. 

7 count 
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count for. For he favs, that " the Ebio- 
** nites revere water as a God*." Damaf- 
cenus fays the fame after him. De Haere- 
libus. Opera, p, 690. ^ 

Another mod extraordinary and highly 
improbable allegation of Epiphanius, with 
refpedf to the Ebionites, is his charg- 
ing them with the peculiar dodtrines of 
the Gnoftics, which is contrary to ' the 
teftimony, I may fafely fay, of all other 
ancient writers ; it being commonly faid 
. by them, that the herefy of the Ebionites 
was the very reverfe of that of the Gnof- 
tics. He ftys, however, that *• fome of 
*' the Ebionites held that Adam, who was 
** firft formed, and into whom God breathed 
*' the breath of life, was Chrift. But others 
** of them fay that he was from above, 
"that he was a fpirit created before any, 
** others, before the angels, that he was 
** lord of all, was called Chrift, and made 
*' the fovereign of that age ; that he came 
** from thence whenever he pleafed, as into 
** Adam, and that he appeared in the form 

* To vla^ avli Ses cxscri; Opera, vol. I. p, 53. 
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*« of a man to the patriarchs, to Abraham, 
*.• Ifaac, and Jacob, and that it was the 
** fame who in the latter days, being clothed 
** with the body of Adam, appeared as a 
** man, was crucified, rofe from the dead, 
** and afcended into heaven*." 

Again, fpeaking of the Ebionites in ge- 
neral, he fays, '* they aflert that there were 
*^ two beings created/ viz. Chrift and the 
" devil ; that Chrift took the inheritance 
" of the future age, and the devil of the 
** prefent, and that the Supreme Being 
*' made this appointment at the requeft of 
** them both. On this account, they fay 
** that Jefus was born of the feed of man, 
** and became the fon of God by adoption^ 
** by Chrift coming into him from above, 

mTiOO'^EvIci T£ j^ EjjL(puar]^£vlA avro mg th ^eh ETTiTrvoiag . a^Xoi Js gv 
aulot; T^yaaiv avcc^ev (aev ovJa^ 'sspo ^ssoLvhv ?£ hlia-^evia. w/EVfJUxla ovla^ 
jcj uTTEp ayfETm; ovitx^ ^avluv te xu^iEuovla^ Jdj Xftrsv MyEj^su^ rov 
BHEiffE Oi aima KEkM^ojar^M • f^^cj-Sai Se Evlav^a ole QhtJIcu^ ag )^. 
£V tw A^scfA, Yi>i^£y xj roig 'srool^ia^x^^ E(pc:ivElo £v5i/o^ua'©* to cafjia . 
vpog A^^aa/jL eX^wv :o laocooc xj IcxKdiQ, o aulog ett eo'^^ctlcov - uv h/jlE' 
^cav Yi^Ef ^j oaJio ^o <rcofjuz th A^afA EVE^uo'aio, )^ 6>^^>i av^^cu^oj, »j 
srauoco^i^, xj c^veni, ^i avr^T^ev, Haer. 30. fed. 3. p- 127. 

'' ia 
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*• in the form of a dove* But they fay that 
** he was not generated from God the Fa-- 
** ther, but created by him, as one of the 
** archangels, though greater than they; 
** for that he is lord of the angels, and of 
** all things that were made by the Al- 
** mighty % that he canie and taught what 
*' is contained in their gofpel, faying, / 
*' am come to dejlroy facrifices^ and if you will 
** not ceafe to facrificCy wrath Jloall not ceafe 
** with refpedl to you. Thefe and fuch like 
** things are taught by them*." 

In another pafTage he afcribes thefe, doc- 
trines not to Ebion himfelf, but to his 

* Aio ?£ T/vflfj, ftjf E^w, a-mtracriv vt 9f« relaf/xevag, tva /asv rov 
%^jrcv, sva 3e tov SiaooAov . j^ Toy /xev %wrov TiSyno't ra /*fXXov7©- 
cuavo; tiKififtyM toy /t^jjfov, tov Sg iia/»o7\DV thIqv lasTTirevdai rov cuwx^ 
tx 'sj^orayrig Sitdsv th isoHqk^cSo^^ xala aOvHTiv exalsgw aulm * x^ 
TJiZs enKU Im^ ysymtfASVOv at ctc^jlcS®' oevi^og Tayaai^ j^ e^riXf- 
X^fyla, jy ala Kola sx>joynv viov Ses xXifi^svla^ aito m avadev n; cu/7w 
TVioii®' %f<r« ev £i5*j mE^irs^ocg . a fountaa-i Sk sfc Sf« wotl^og auloy 
y^yemr^cu^ oCKNa, tfilta^ai^ u; eva ruv o^x^^^^^i fASi^cva 3e avlof9 
cyla^ ezulov os Ku^ievstv^ x) ay/f^wv 3^ 'viavlm aTCo T» 'SFavhHpoOo(&' 
'arsTToinfisvojyy xj t>^ofla xj i/prryn^aiAsm^ a; to *aa^ aiHotg Ei/oy/buor 
ua>^fjLivov 'aeptsxdy oli n>^ov Kaia\tu<Tai rscg ^uciag^ ^ sav /mi naau* 
cwr^s m ^y«v, a mavailM af vfAm r\ o^yn . hoi raula xm rouxJkt 
rivez sriv ra "siaf aulotg ZTfiimviAoSx. Haer. 30. fcfl:. 16. p. 140 • 

« 

follower? 
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followers. ** Ebion himfelf," he fays, 
•* held that Chrift was a mere man, born 
«* as other men are ; but they who from 
•* him are called Ebionites, fay that God 
** had a fuperior power called hiff fon, that 
^^ he affumed the form of Adam, and put 
" it off again*/* 

That this reprefentatlon, which is wholly 
Epiphanius's own, is founded on fome 
miftake, cannot be doubted i and I think it 
moft probable, that he has confounded the 
dbdrines of the Ebionites with thofe of the 
Cerinthians, who agreed with them in fome 
things, efpecially in Jefus being a mere 
man, born as other men are* But he moft 
grofsly mifrcprefented both the Ebionites 
and the Cerinthians, in faying that they 
rejected facrifices, and. taught that Chrift 
preached againft them. For according to 
the teftimony of all antiquity, both thefe 
fedls inlifted on the obfervance of the Jewifli 
law« 

* Tio% fiev aJlog "ESiav >£ya>v sx tsapai^£rig ^'iXov dcv^f »7rov 
conof yrriwntr^eu . ayo^ts 3e oi am aula E^i6)vouoiy avm iuvo^MV sx 
Se8 HEftrnar^oci viov^ uai f^rov Kara xaifov rov ASixfA iv^vsaBcu t£ hcu 
flifJi/fffSa*. Haejr. 30. feft. 34. p. 162. 

Vol. III. P This 
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This is all th^t I have been able to col- 
lect concerning the berejy of the Ebionities, 
excepting that Optatus charges them with 
maintaining that " the Father fufFered, and 
** not the Son*." But it was no uncom- 
mon thing to charge all unitarians with 
being patripaffians. No early accounts of 
the Ebionites fay any fuch thing of them. 
Their doctrine was fimply, that Chrift was 
a man, but a man approved of God by Jigns 
and wonders, and mighty deeds^ which God 
did by him. 

I muft here remark, that no perfon, I 
fhould think, can refledt upon this fubjeit 
with proper ferioufnefs, without thinking 
it a little extraordinary that the Jewifh 
chriftians, in fo early an age as they arc 
fpoken of by the denomination of Ebionites, 
fhould be acknowledged to believe nothing 
either of the divinity, or even of the pre- 
cxiftence of Chrift, if either of thofe doc- 
trines had been taught them by the apoftles. 
Could they fo foon have deferted fo im- 
portant an article of their faith, and fo 

* Ut Hcbion, qui argumentabatur patrcm paffum effe, 
Hon fiiium. Lib. 4. p. 91* 

lately 
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lately delivered to the faints i and having 
dnce believed Chrift to be either the Sti^ 
preme God, or a fiipef*angelic fpirit^ hat^ 
contrary to the general propenfity of hu*i 
man nature (wKict has always been id ag-i 
grandize, rather than to degrade a lord and 
mafter, becaufe it is in fadt to aggrandize 
themfelvcs) come iiniverfally to believe hini 
to be nothing more than a mere rnaii^ and 
even the fon of Jofeph and Mary ? 
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CHAPTER XI, 

Of the /acred Books of the Ebionit€it* 

^Tp H E Ebionites being Jews, and m ge- 
neral acquainted with their owh lan^ 
guage only, made ufe of no other l^aa a 
Hebrew gofpel, which is commonly faid to 
have been that of Matthew, originally com- 
pofed in their language, and for their ufe. 
This I think highly probable, from the 
almoft unanimous teftimony of antiquity, 

A 

But this is a queftion which I (hall not 
make it my bufinefs to difcufs. 

" The Ebionites," fays Irenaeus, ^* makei 
*' ufe of the gofpel of Matthew only*/* 
Jcrom had feen this gofpel,'and tranflated it 
from Hebrew into Greek, and without giving 
his own opinion, fays, that " it was by moil 
*^ perfons called the authentic gofpel of 

* Ebionitae etenim eo evangelio quod eft fecundum Mat- 
thseum folo utentes. Lib. 3, cap. 11. p. 220. 

'* Matthew/* 
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*^ Matthew*/* Theodoret fays concern- 
ing both the kinds of Ebionites, that they 
received no other gofpePthan that of Mat- 
thew +• 

But it is evident from Epiphanius, that 
the Ebionites did not confider the two firft 
chapters of Matthew's gofpel as belonging 
to it ; for their copies were without them, 
beginning with the third chapter. *^ The 
** gofpel of the Ebionites began thus, It 
*' came to pafs in the days of Herod king 
. •' of Judea, in the time of Caiaphas the 
*^ high-prieft, a perfon whofe name wa5 
*^ John came baptizing with the baptifmi 
*^ of repentence in the river Jordan if." 
Here, however, there muft be fome mif- 
take, as it was not in the tin^e of Herod 

* In Matt. cap. 12. Opera, vol. 6. p. qii; 

•}• Awwi & nsokpot raJlnv a-uixfju^iay tuv aiUnv BTFotvufjuav fx«^« • 
Eftwveij yap )y aloi 'Sfgoo'ayo^EVovlau • rot «X?^ ftsv aicavla o'l/vofM* 
7\oyei Toig vpok^^ rov 3s cruhpa x} ttu^m £k wa^sya yeyewYi^Bai 
fmu/m svopyy^n 3s ra HcSa Mar^cuov Kzxf^^ fwy«. Haer. \ 
Fab. lib. 2. cap. i. vol. 4; p. 328. £d HaW* 

X On eyevila^ ^iv, cv ran; nfJi£^oug HfwSs ^acriT^eu; mg InSixuxc 
%m A^x^^^^i Kmapa nxde rig laawng ovofjkoSi ^Trliim PcvjtIi^/a^ 
f^elavQiag ev tu 'sroTfl^LM) IojJow, )^ ra sin;. Haer. 30. Opera, 
vol. I. p. 138: 

P 3 l^ing 
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king of Judea, but of Herod the Tetrarcb^ 
or king of Galilee; and the inaccuracy 
is probably to be afcribed to Epiphaniu« 
himfelf. That this writer quoted only from 
hi? memory, and inaccurately, is evident 
from hi? giving the beginning of this gpf-y 
pel in another pUce fomewh^t differently^ 
as folk)WS2 '^ It camp to pafs in the day? 
f ^ of Hergd king of Judea, John canic bap* 
^f tilling with the baptifm pf repentance, 
f* in the river Jordan ; who was faid to be 

V pf thp racp of Aaron the prieft, the fon 
f^ of Zacharias and Elizabeth ; and ajl men 

V went out to him^/' 

This writer, who was fond of multiplying 
fefts, and who makes that of the Nazarene$ 
to be different from that of the Ebionite?, 
fays concerning the latter, that " he did 

V not know whether they had cut off the 

V genealogy from the gofpel of Matthew f/* 

n^9£v laawng PuTTri^uv PaTrriafAa fielavoiag cv t« lofjSavn wotajwo, 
og tXeyero eivcu eh yevsg Aapcov th le^sag^ 'ZJcug Zaxcc^^is *tau E^toics- 
Crr, Mai £|»jP%oyTo vpog oujtov isoanzg^ Hsr. 30. feft. 13, 
p. 138, - 

+ E%8^< 3k TO xdJia Marr^aiov svayysXiov mhy\ftrarrov ESpcu^ • 
^Of a\jrroi{ yof cafug tsto, f^^? ^1 a^X'^g BT^afn U^fouMg 

y^afjk(Afium 



Chap. XL oftheEbionhes. 21$ 

Meaning, perhaps, the whole of the in- 
trodadtion, as far as the third chapter. — 
It muft be obferved, however, that in the 
copy of this gofpel which Jerom tranf- 
lated, there was the fecond chapter, if not 
the genealogy. For in this gofpel there 
was, out of Egypt I have called my fon^ and 
be Jhall be called a Nazarene^.'' This I 
am willing tp explain in the following man- 
ner. Originally the Jewifh chriftians did 
not believe the doftrine of the miraculous 
conception. Both Juftin Martyr and Ire- 
naeus reprefent them as difbelieving • it, 
without excepting any that did. Origen 
is. the firft who has noticed two kinds of 
Ebionites, one believing the miraculous 

yfotmMtffS9 rri (ruiercu • im oiid^ h bihm ra^ ymaXoyiag rag av§ 
m ACfMsaiA 's^EgiEiXov. Haef. 29. vol. 1. p. 124. 

* Mi hi quofque a Nas^arxis, qui in Berasa, urbe Syria?, 
hoc volumine utuntur, defcribendi facultas fuit ; in quo 
smimadvertendum quod ubicunque evangelifta, five ex 
perfona fua, five ex perfon^ doipini falvatoria, veteris fi:rip- 
turae teftimoniis utitur, non fequatur feptuaginta tranfr 
latorutn au£toritatem, fed Hebraicam, e quibus ilia duo funt, 
£x iEgypto vocavi filium meum, ct quoniam Na^^rseus^ 
TOcabitur. Catalogus Scriptorum, Opera, vol. i. p. 267. 

P 4, CQPCeption^ 
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conception, and the other denying it. Pro- 
bably, therefore, their original copies of 
the gofpel had not the two firft chapters, 
which contained that hiftory; but after 
feme time, thofe of the Jcwifh chriftian? 
who gave credit to the ftory, would na- 
turally add thefe two chapters from the 
Greek copies ; and it might be a copy of 
this kind that Jerom met with. 

Epiphanius likewife fays, that '* the 
*^ Ebionites made ufe of the travels of 
** Clement*/' This being an unitarian 
work, they might be pleafed with it ; but 
it is not probable that they would read it 
in the public offices of their churches, or 
confider it in the fame light with one of 
the books of fcripture. 

It is agreed on all hands that the Ebio- 
nites made no ufe of the epiftles of Paul, 
becaufe they did not approve of the flight 
which he feemed to put upon the law of 

Mofes, which they held in the greateft 
poffible veneration. 

* XfmTM ie Kou a>^t; tvti ffiSJuoig^ ^sy rcug vepuiibtg mo* 
T^fjusvoig n£7^8, rcug 3ia Kai^vt©- ypafaacug. Hasr. 30. 
Opera, vol, i. p. 139. 

Epiphanius 



h 
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Epiphanius fays farther concerning the 
Ebionitcs, that *^ they dctcft the pro- 
•^phets*/' This, however, I think al- 
together as improbable, as what he fays 
of their revering water as a god. He is 
the only writer who aflerts any fuch thing, 
and as far as appears from all other ac« 
counts, the Ebionites acknowledged the 
authority of all that we call the canonical 
books of the Old Teftament, Symmachus, 
whofe tranflation of the fcripturcs into 
Greek is fo often quoted, and with the 
grcateft approbation, by the learned Fathers, 
was an Ebionitc ; and Jerom fays the fame 
of Theodotion. They bcJth tranflated the 
other books of the Old Teftament, as well 
as the Pentateuch, and, as far as appears, 
without making any diftinftion between 
that and the other books ; and can this be 
thought probable, if they had not confi- 
dered them as entitled to equal credit ? 
Befides, our Saviour's acknowledgment of 
the authority of the whole of the Old Tef- 

139- 

tament 
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tament is fo exprefs, that I cannot readily 
believe that any chriftians, Jews efpecially, 
acknowledging his authority, would rejedl: 
what he admitted. 

Laftly, the authority of Epiphanius is, 
in efFedt, contradifted by Irenaeus, who 
fays, that ** the Ebionites expounded the 
** prophecies too curioufly ^." Grabe fays, 
that Ebion (by which we muft underftand 
fome Ebionite) wrote an expofition of the 
prophets, as he colldfted from fome frag-- 
xnents of Irenaeus's work, of which he gives 
fome account in his note upon the place f, 

* Quae autem funt prophetica curiofius exponere ni* 
tuntur. Lib. i. cap. 26. p. 102. 

f Ipfum Ebionem g{»ryn<riv twv 'SFpofiJIm fcripfifle, colligo 
ex fragmentis hujus operis, quae ante paucos dies Parifiis 
accepi, en MS. codice collegii Claromontani defcrlpto^a 
viro humaniffimo, R. P. Michaele Loquien^ inter addenda 
ad fpecilegium haereticorum faeculi i. fuo tempore, dea 
voieptc, publicanda. Ibid, 
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C H A I* T E R XIL 

Of Men qf Eminence among the Jewifh 

Chrijians. 

iTpHOUGH it is probable, that the 
Jew;(h chriftians in general were 
poor, an4 therefore had no grpat advantage 
of liberal education, which might be one 
pieans of preferving their dodtrine in fuch 
great fimplicity and purity ; yet it ap- 
pears that there were fome men of learning 
among theqi. Jerom mentions his being 
acquainted with fuph during his refidence 
in Paleftine ; and there are three perfons 
among them who diftinguiflied themfelves 
by tranflating the Old Teftament from 
Hebrew into Greek, viz. Aquila, Theo- 
jdotion^ and Symmachus; though the laft 
of them only was a native of Paleftine, 
and born a Samaritan. Eufebius fays, that 
*f Theodotion and Aquila were both Jewifh 
f* profelytcs, whom the Ebionites follow- 

'• ing, 
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** ing, believe Chr ift to be the fon of 
•« Jofeph */* According to Epiphanius, 
. Theodotion was firft a Marcionite, and then 
a Jewifti convert -f*. Aquila is faid to have 
fiouriflied about the year 130, Theodotion 
about 180, and Symmachus about 200. 
Whatever was thought of the religious 
principles of thefe men, the greateft ac- 
count was made of their verfions of the 
Hebrew fcriptures tly learned chriftians of 
all parties, efpecially that of Symmachus, 
which is perpetually quoted with the great- 
eft refpedl by Origen, Eufebius, and others. 
Jerom, fpeaking of Origen, fays, that *• be- 
«• fides comparing the vcrfion of the fep- 
•' tuagint, he likewife collated the verfions 
•* of Aquila of Pontus, a profelyte, that 
" of Theodotion an Ebionite, and that of 
*' Symmachus, who was of the fame itO, ; 
*• who alfo wrote commentaries on the 
•* gofpel of Matthew, from which he en- 

* rig €>£oMucv Yi^fATmua-tv E(psaio;, xai Ajo/yag o IMowj, ^« 
fcli^oi lad'caoi 'ss^oayikSioi ' ot; xctiaotoyal^aavlig oi ^^lavatoi^ eI lanrnP 
eaUov yEyEVTHT^ai ^a<THii(n. Hift. lib. 5. cap. 8. p. 221. 

•j* €>Eodolt(tjv Tig HovIiK.®- cpTTo TYig iiG^oxng Mofkunos n amxnr 
aixi Ts ^ivxTfSis. De Menfuris, Opcra» voL 2. p. 1 j%^ • 

*^ deavoure4' 
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** deavoured to prove his opinion *." In 
fo great eftimation was Symmachus held, 
tkat Auftin fays the Nazarenes were fome- 
timts called Symmachians *f*. 
. I referve the account of Hegefippus ta 
the laft, becaufe it has been aiTerted that^ 
tlK>agh he was a Jewifh chriftian, he was 
not properly an . Ebionite, but orthodox 
with rcfped to his belief of the trinity. 
But that he was not only a Jewifh chrif- 
taah, but likewife a proper Ebionite, or a 
believer in the fimple humanity of Chrifl, 
may, I think, be inferred from fcvcral cir-. 
csimflances, befides his being a Jewifh 
chtiilian ; though, fince Origcn fays that 
none of them believed the divinity 9f 
Chrifl, we ought to have fome poiitivc evi* 
device before we admit that he was an ex^ 
ception. 

. * Aquilae fcilicet Ponticx profelyti, et Theodotionis He- 
bzonei, et Symmachi ejufdem dogmatis, qui in evangelium 
quoque xala MdBouov fcripfit commentarios, de quo et fuum 
dogma confirmare conatur, Catalogus Scriptorum, Ope- 
ra, vol. I. p. 294,. 

\ Et tamen ii mihi Nazareorum objiceret quifquam • 
quos alii Symmachianos appellant. Contra Fauftum Man. 
Opera, vol. 6. p. 34.?. 

That 
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That Hegefippus was an Ebionite, may 
be inferred from his giving a lift of all the 
herefies of his time, in which he ename-« 
rates a confiderable number, and all of them 
Gnoftics, without making any mention of 
the Ebionites. 

He being a Jewi(h chriftian himfelf^ 
could not but be well acquainted with the 
prevailing opinions of the Jewifh chriftian^, 
the moft confpicuous of which, it cannot 
be denied, was the dodlrine of Chrift'a 
being a mere man. Now can it be fup^ 
pofed, that if he himfelf had been what ia 
now called an orthodox chriftian, that i8^ 
a trinitarian, or even an Arian, he would 
wholly have omitted the mention of the 
Ebionites in any lift of heretics of his 
time, had it been ever fo fhort a one; and 
this confifts of no lefs than eleven arti- 
cles ? Alfo, can it be fuppofed that ESuie- 
bins, who fpeaks of the Ebionites with {o 
much hatred and contempt, would have 
omitted to copy this article, if it had been 
in the lift ? 

Their not being inferted in the lift by 
fuch a perfon as Euiebius, muft, I thinks 

fatisfy 
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fatisfy any perfon, who has no fyftem to 
fupport, with refped to this article. A 
ftronger negative argument can hardly be 
imagined. As to Hegefippus himfelf, we 
muft judge of his feelings and condudl as we 
Ihould of thofe of any perfon at this day in a 
fituation fimilar to his. Now, didany fub- 
fequent ecclefiaftical hiftorian, or did any 
modern divine, of the orthodox faith, eVer 
omit Arians, or Socinians, or names fynony- 
mous to them (who always were, aiid ftill 
are, in the higheft degree obnoxious to 
them) in a lift of heretics ? 

Had the faith of the early chriftians been 
either that Chrift was true and very God, 
or a fuperior angelic fpirit^ the maker of the 
world, and of all things vifible and invifible 
under God 5 and had Hegefippus himfelf 
retained that faith, while the generality, or 
only any confiderable number of his coun- 
trymen, had departed from it, it could not 
but have have been upon his mind, and have 
excited the fame indignation that the opi- 
nions of the Arians and Socinians excite in 
the minds of thofe who are called orthodox 
at this day* Nay, in his circumllances^ 

2 fuch 
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fuch a defeaion from that important article 
of faith in his own countrymen, after hav- - 
ing been fo recently taught the contrary by 
the apoftles themfelves, whofe writings they 
ftill had with thern, mufl have excited a 
much greater degree of furprize and indig* 
nation, than a fimilar defcftion would have 
occafioned in any other people, or in any 
later times. 

It is faid to be as remarkable that Hege- 
fippus fhould have omitted the Cerinthians 
as the Ebionites. But I fee nothing at all 
extraordinary in the omiffion of the Cerin- 
thians in this lift of heretics by Hegefippus, 
as they were only one branch of the Gnof- 
tics, feveral of whom are in his lift j and it 
IS not improbable that thefe Cerinthians, 
having been one of the earlieft branches, 
might have been very inconfiderable, per- 
haps extind: in his time. I do not know^ 
that they are mentioned by any ancient 
writer as exifting fo late as the time of He- 
gefippus ; and as they feem to have been 
pretty much confined to fome part of Afia 
Minor, and efpecially Galatia, which waa 
very remote from the feat of the Ebionites, 

he 
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he might not have heard much about them. 
Whereas the Ebionites were at that very 
time in their full vigour, and though their 
opinions (being then almoft univerfal in 
what was called the^ catholic church) had 
not begun to give offence, they were after- 
wards the objedt of the men: violent hatred 
to the other chriftians, and continued to be 
fo as long as they fubfifted. 

That Ilegefippus, though an unitarian 
himfclf, fhould fpeak as he does of the ftate 
of opinions in the feveral churches which 
he vifited, as then retaining the true faith ^ 
is, I think, very natural. The only hereiy 
that didurbed the apoAle John, and there* 
fore other Jcwilh chriflians in general, was 
that of the Gnodics ; and all the eleven dif^ 
fiTent kinds of hereiies, enumerated by this 
v/ritcr, are probably only different branches 
cf that one great hcrcly. If, therefore, the 
churches which he vilited were free from 
Gnofticifm, he would naturally fay that 
they retained the true faith. For as to the 
dodtrine of the perfonification of the logos, 
held then by Juflin Martyr, and perhaps a 
few others, it was not, in its origin, fo very 
Vol. III. Q^ alarming 
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alarming a thing ; and very probably this 
plain man had not at all confidered its na- 
ture and tendency, if he had heard of ic 
The author of the Clementine Homilies 
though cotemporary with Hegeiippus, and 
unqueftionably an unitarian, makes no men* 
tion of it. 

Hcgefippusy as an unitarian, beliered that 
all the extraordinary power exerted by Chrift 
was that of the Father refiding in him, and 
(peaking and adling by him ; and he might 
imagine that thefc philofophizing chriftianSf 
men of great name, and a credit to the cauic, 
held in hCi the fame thing, when they faid 
that this/^j^cxof theirs was not the logos of the 
Gnoilics, but that of John the evangel! ft, or 
the wifdom and power of God him(c]f. 
And though this might ap()ear to him as 
a thing that he could not well underftand, 
he might not think that there was any he« 
rcfy, or much harm in it. Had he been 
told (but this he could only have had from 
inlpiration) that this fpecious pcrfonificatioa 
of the divine logos would, about two cen- 
turies afterwards, end in the-do^ftrine of the 
perfect equality of the Son with the Father, 

this 
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this plain good man might have been a little 
ftartled. 

That Eufebius, and others, fhoiild fpeak df 
Hegefippus with refpdft (frottt which it has 
been argued that he could not poffibly have 
been an Ebionite) appears to me nothing ex- 
traordinary, though it (hould have beea 
known to them that he was one, confidering 
that they quote him only as an hiftorian | 
and fuppofing, what is very probable, that 
he did not treat particularly of dodlrinal 
mdtterS) but confined himfelf to the adts of 
the apoftles, and other hiftorical circum- 
fiances attending the propagation of the 
gofpel I efpecially as he Was the only hifto- 
rian of that age, and had always been held 
in efteem. A man who is once in poffefSoti 
of the general good opinion, will not be 
cenfured lightly, efpecially by fuch men as 
Eufebius. 

Can it be fuppofed alfo that Eufe- 
bius, in exprefsly quoting ancient aU* 
thorities againft thofe who held the opi- 
nion of the fimple humanity of Chrift, 
would not have cited Hegefippus, as well as 
Irenaeus, Juftin Martyr, and others, if he 

Q^a could 
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could have found any thing in him for his 
purpofe ? This may be confidered as a 
proof that there was nothing in his work 
unfavourable to the dodtrine of the Ebio- 
nites. A negative argument can hardly be 
ftronger than this. 

Had there been any pretence for quoting 
Hegefippus as a maintainer of the divinity 
of Chrift, he would certainly have been 
mentioned in preference to Juftin Martyr, 
or any others in the lift ; not only becaufe 
he was an earlier writer, but chiefly becaufe 
he was one of the Jewi(h chriftians, who are 
well known not to have favoured that opinion. 

The manner in which Eufebius fpeaks of 
Hegefippus*s quoting the gofpel of the He- 
brews, is fuch as led him to think that he was 
a Hebrew chriftian. ** He quotes fome things 
*^ from the gofpel according to the Hebrews 
** and the Syriac, and efpecially in the He- 
** brew tongue, fliewing that he was one of 
** the Hebrew chriftians *." We may, 
therefore, conclude, that he quoted it 
with refpedt; and this was not done cx- 

Mtvcu^ Hift. lib. 4* cap. 24. p. 184. 

cept 
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ccpt by thofe who were Ebionites, or who 
favoured their opinions. As Hegefippus 
wrote in Greek, he muft have beeli ac- 
quainted with the Greek gofpels, and 
therefore muft have, quoted that of the He- 
brews from choice, and not from necef- 
fity. 

Laftly, the manner in which Hegefippus^ 
fpeaks of James the Juft, is much more that 
of an unitarian, than of a trinitarian.— 
** James the Juft," fays Eufebius, *^ is re- 
** prefented by Hegefippus as faying. Why 
'* do you afk me concerning Jefus the fon 
*' of man * ?" This looks as if both James 
and the hiftorian were unitarians; the 
phrafey3/z of mariy being probably fynony- 
mous to 2i prophet y or a perfon having a di- 
vine commiffion, and certainly not imply- 
ing any nature properly divine. 

Valefius, the learned commentator oa^ 
Eufebius, has intimated a fufpicion, that 
the works of Hegefippus, as well as thofe of 
Papias and the Hypotypofes of Clemensr 
Alexandrinus, were neglefted and loft, on 

* Ti jt« ETTSfftfloJe ftstfi \ym t« v\» to wSf «9r».' Hift. lib. %. 
cap. 23, p. 79. 

Q 3 account 
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account of the errors they were fuppofed ta 

contain*. This I cannot help thinking 

highly pfobablc, and thofe errors could 

hardly be any other than the unitarian doc-^ 

trine, and the things connedled with it. 

Indeed, there were no errors of any confp-- 

quence afcribed to that early age befides 

thofe of the Gnoftics^ and of the unitarians. 

The former certainly were not thofe that 

Valefius gould allude to with refpeft to He- 

geiippus^ bQcaufe this writer mentions |h& 

Gnoftics very particularly as heretics^, 

Though Clemens AJexandrinus was not iaa 

unitarian, yet he never calls unitarians i^rer 

tics ; and fince, in his accounts of heretics in 

general^ which are pretty frequent in his 

works, he evidently means the Gnoftics only^ 

and therefore virtually excludes unitarians^ 

from that defcription of men ; it is by na 

means improbable but that, in thofe wrM- 

* Porro ii Clementis libri continebant brcvem ct com- 
ppodiarjam utriqufque t^ftamenti expofitionem, ut.teflatur. 
I^hotius in bibliotheca. Ob errores auteixi quibu9 fbat^ 
bant, negligentius habitl, tandem pcrierunt. Nee aliatineq 
quidem judicio, caufa eft, cur Paplac et Hegefippi, aliorum- 
que veterunx libri interciderint. In Eufeb^ Uift. lii>* 5« 
cap. II. 

3 »pf;« 
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ings of his which are loft, he might have 
faid things directly in favour of unitarians. 

In this pafTage Valeiius alfo mentions the 
writings of Papias, as having, in his opi* 
Bion, been loft for the fame reafon. Now 
papias has certainly been fuppofed to be an 
Bbionite^ Mr. Whifton has made this very 
probable from a variety of circumftanccs. 
See h\% Account of the ceafing of Miracle Sy p^ 1 8. 
In the fame traft he gives his reafons for 
ftippofing Hegefippus to have been an 
Ebionite, and he expreffes his wonder, 
" that he fhould have had the good fortune 
'• to be fo long efteemed by the learned for 
** a catholic/* p. 21, &c. In this Mr. 
Whifton may be fuppofed to have been fuf- 
£ciently impartial, as he was an Arian, and 
expreffes great diilike of the Ebionites ; as^ 
indeed, Arians always have done. 

It is to be lamented that we know fo 
very little of the hiftory of the Jewifli 
chriftians. We are informed, that they re- 
tired to Pella, a country to the eaft of the 
fea of Galilee, on the approach of the Jewifti 
war, that many of them returned to Jerufa- 
lem when that war was over, and that they 

Q 4 con- 
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continued there till the city was taken by 
Adrian. But what became of thofe who 
were driven out of the city by Adrian^ 
does not appear, It is mofl probable that 
they joined their brethren at Pella, or Be- 
raea in Syria, from whence they had come 
to refide at Jerufalem ; and indeed what 
became of the whole body of the ancient 
chriftian Jews (none of whom can be proved 
to have been trinitarians) I cannot tell. Their 
numbers, we may fuppofe, were gradually 
reduced, till at length they became extindt 
I hope, however, we fhall hear no more of 
them as an evidence of the antiquity of the 
trinitarian dpdrine. 

A few of the Nazarenes remained, ait 
Epiphanius fays, in the Upper Thebais and 
Arabia. He alfo fpeaks of the Ebionites 
as exifting in his own time, and joined by 
the Oflens*. Auftin fays that they were 
in fmall numbers even in his timef. 

* Mom 3g Tivsg ev (nravsi Evpicrxovlat^ n rsm «j, n Qvo NckrapvufOi 
vTtp ntv am &rffcuibh ^ sTfvuiya mi Apa^ia^^ Hasr. 20, 
Opera, vol. i . p. 46. 

+ Ji funt quos Fauftus Symmachianorum vd Nazareno- 
rum, nomine commemoravit, qui ufque ad noftra tempera 
jam quideni in exigua, fed adhuc tamen vel in ipfa, pai^* 
citate perdur^nt, ' Contra Fauftum Man, Opera, vol. 64 

P- 35 ^ 
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CHAPTER XIII. 

Uniti^nanlfm was the DoSlrine of the primU 

five Gentile CbunheSk 

TT AVING proved, as I think I may pre* 
fume that I have done, to the fatisfac- 
tlon of ev^ry impartial reader, that the great 
body of Jewifh chriftians always were, and 
to the laft continued to be, unitarians ; be- 
lieving nothing concerning the prc-exifl> 
cnce or divinity of Chrift, it may with 
certainty be concluded, that the Gentile 
converts were alfo univerfally unitarians ia 
the age of the apoftles, and that, of courfe^ 
the great majority of the common people 
muft have continued to be fo for a very 
confiderable time. There is no maxim, 
the truth of which is more fully verified by 
obfervation and experience, than that great 
bodies of men do not foon, or without 
great caufcs, change their opinions. And 
the common people among chriftians, hav- 
ing no recollcftion of the apoftles having 

Z taught 
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taught the pre-cxiftencc or divinity of 
Chrift, would not foon receive fuch ftrange 
dodlrines from any other quarter. 

In what maaner the fpcculative and phi- 
lofophizing chriftians came to receive thcfc 
dodtrines,and what plaufible arguments they 
ufcd to recommend them, I have fully ex- 
plained. But fuch caurfes would aiFed the 
learned long before they reached the h»- 
learned ; though, in time, the opimonjs of 
thofe who are refpedted for their know* 
ledge, never fail to diffufe thcmfelves among 
the common people, as we fee to be the 
cafe in matters of philofophy, and fpecula- 
tion in general. 

Adtual phenomena, I ^all undertake tp 
fhew, correfpond to this hypothefis, viz. 
that the Gentile chriftians were at firft uni- 
verfally unitarians ; that for a long time a 
majority of the common people continued 
to be fo, being till after the council of Nice, 
pretty generally in communion with the tri- 
nitarians, without abandoning their own 
opinion. It will alfo appear, from the moft 
indifputable evidence, that the Arian hy- 
pothefis, which makes Chriil to have been 

a great 
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a great pre-exiilent fpirit, the maker of 
the world, and the giver of the law of 
Mofes, was equally unknown to the learned 
and to the unlearned, till the 'age of Ariu8 
bimielf . As to the opinion of Chrift hav*-' 
ing been a pre-exiftent fpirit, but either 
not the maker of world, or not the giver of 
the law, i( is quite modern, being entirely 
unknown to any thing that can be called 
antiquity^ 



SECTION I. 

Pxefumptive Evidence that the Majority tf 
the Gentile Chrijtians in the early Ages were 

Unitarians. 

T>OTH the ArongcQ: prefumpfions^ and the 
"^"^ moft direfl: pofitive evidence^ fhow that 
the common people among the Gentile chrif- 
tians, were unitarians, at leaft between two 
and three hundred years after the promul- 
gation of chriftianity. 

1. That unitarians muft have been in 
coimmunion with what was in early times 

called 
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called the catholic churchy is evident from 
there being no creeds or formulary of faith, 
that could exclude them. And we have 
feen that a creed was formed for the exprefs 
purpofe of excluding the Gnoftics, who, 
of courfc, could not, and we find did not, 
join the public aflemblies of chriftians, but 
formed aflemblies among themfelves, en- 
tirely diftind from thofe of the catholics. 

There was no creed ufed in the chrif- 
tian church, befidcs that which was com- 
monly called the apojiles^ before the council 
of Nice, and even after that there was no 
other generally ufed at baptifni. This 
creed, as has been feen, contains no article 
that could exclude unitarians ; and there 
was nothing in the public fervic^s that was 
calculated to exclude them. The bifliops 
and the principal clergy, zealous for the 
dodtrine of the trinity, might, of their own 
accord harangue their audiences on the 
fubjedt, or they might pray as trinitarians ; 
but if the unitarians could bear with it, 
they might flill continue in communion 
with them, there being no law, or rule, 
to exclude thepi, ' 

Accord-* 
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Accordingly, we find that all the unita- 
rians continued in communion with the 
catholic church till the time of Theodotus, 
about the year 200, when it is poflible that, 
upon his excommunication, fome of his 
more zealous followers might form them- 
felves into feparate focieties. But we havfc. 
no certain account of any fepai-ate focieties 
of unitarians till the excommunication of 
Paulus Samofatenfis, about the year 250, 
when, after him, they were called Pau-^ 
lians^ or Paidianijis. Others alfo, aJDOUt 
the fame time, or rather after that time, 
formed feparate focieties in Africa, oh the 
excommunication of Sabellius, being, after 
him, called Sabellians. 

2. The very circumftance of the unita- 
rian Gentiles having no feparate name^ i$, of 
itfelf, a proof that they had no feparate 
aiTemblies, and were not diftinguiflxed from 
the common mafs of chriftians. Had the 
unitarians been confidered as heretics, and 
of courfe formed feparate focieties j they, 
would as certainly have been dlflinguifhed 
by fome particular name, as the Gnoftics 
were, who were in that fituation. But the 

Gentile 
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Gentile unitarians had no name given them 
till the time of Epiphanius^ who ineffec-* 
tually endeavoured to impofe upon them that 
oiAlogi* As to the terms Paulians, Sabel- 
lians, Noetians> or Artemonitcs* they were 
enly names given them in particular places 
from local circumflances. 

When bodies of men are formed^ diftin- 
guifhed from others by their opinions, 
manners^ or cuftoms^ they neceflarily be- 
come the fubjei^s of converfatlon and writ- 
ing ; and it being extremely inconvenient 
to make frequent ufe of periphrafes^ or de« 
fcriptions^ particular names will be given 
to them. This is fo well known/ that there 
can hardly be a more certain proof of men 
not having been formed into feparate bo- 
dies, whether they were confidered in a 
favourable, or an unfavourable light, thatt 
their never having had any feparate name 
given them ; and this was indifputably the 
cafe with the Gentile unitarians for tha 
fpace of more than two hundred years after 

* ^oumxai Toiwv oi A^oyoi * Toujlmi yog auloii riSnfM tw WftW- 
Ijuav* awo ya^ t»j5 hugo ill^tg x^ai^oflat^ Haer. 51, Opera, 
vol.1. p*423. 

the 
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the prbrtiulgatioA of chriftianity. The 
Jeiwifh unitarians ufmg a different language, 
and living in a part of the ux^rld remote 
ffom other chriftians, had little communis 
cjrtion with the Gentiles, and thereforjc, of 
courfe, had afiemblies feparate from theirs 3 
but for that reafon they had a particular 
name, being called Ebionites. 

The name by Which the Gentile unita^ 
rians were fometimes diftinguifhed before 
the feplration of any of them from the 
catholic church, was that of Monarchifts^ 
which was probably affumed by themfelves, 
from their afferting the monarchy of the 
Father, in oppofition to the novel dodlrine 
of the divinity of the Son. Had it been a 
name given them by their enemies, it would 
probably have been of a different kind, and 
have implied fome reproach. 

As to the term Alogi^ given to the unita«- 
rians by Epiphanius, it may be fafely con- 
cluded, that it was impofed on a falfe pre- 
tence, viz. their denying the authenticity of 
the writings of the apoftle John, and their 
afcribing them to Cerinthus, for which 
there is no evidence befides bis own ; and 

he 
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he does not pretend to have had it from 
the unitarians themfelves. It is fufficiently 
evident that there could not have been any 
chriftians who rejedled all the writings of 
John before the time of Eufebius, who 
confiders very particularly the objedions 
that had been made to the genuinenefs of 
all the books of the New Teftament. And 
that the fame people fliould rejeft thcfe 
books after the time of Eufebius, and not 
before, is highly improbable. Epiphanius 
himfelf afcribes this rejedlion to the Alogi 
in general, and not to thofe of his time 
only; and he fuppofes the herefy of Alogi 
to have been an old one, of which that of 
Theodotus was a branch*/* 

The proof that Origen, Chryfoftom, and 
the Fathers in general, give of their not 
being heretics, is that they had no particu- 
lar name, beiides that of chriftians. All 
therefore, that Chryfoftom and others could 
alledge, as a proof that themfelves and their 
friends were of the orthodox faith, and no 
heretics, might have been alledged by the 

Btfnf/^svns AKoyn oi^tdtvs* Hxr. 54. Opera, vol. i. p. 462. 
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whole body of unitarians before the time of 
Theodotus. 

3. This argument will havd double force, 
if we confider how exceedingly obnoxious 
the fentiments of the unitarians muft haVe 
appeared, if they had been different from 
thofe of the generality of chriftians at that 
time. In what light they would haVe been 
regarded then, may be eafily judged of by 
the treatment which they receive at pre- 
fent, wherever the trinitarian dodlrine is 
eftabliflieid, and that of the unitarians is 
profeffed by the fmaller number. In thefe 
circumftances, it is a fadt which no perfon 
can deny, that unitarians have, in all coun* 
tries, been regarded with the greateft poffi- 
ble abhorrence, and treated as impious blaf- 
phemers. It is confidereti as a great ftretch 
of moderation to tolerate them at all. 
There arc many inftances in which even. 
Arians would not allow that the unitarians 
were chriftians. This now would certainly 
have been the cafe in the primitive times, 
if the unitarians had been in the fame fitua- 
tion, that is, if they had been the minority^ 
and trinitarians, or even Arians, the niajo- 

Vol, III. R rity. 



24^ ^b^ Gentile Cbrijiians Book III^ 

x\\y. For, human nature being the fame, 
the influence of the fame circiimftances will 
likewife be the fame, as univerfal experi- 
ence fhews. For no fooner were the tri- * 
nitarians the majority, and h^d the favQqr 
of government, than t|iey tpok the fevereft. 
Uieafures againft ^hofe who openly ayowed 
themfclves to be unitarians. The fapie 
^Ifo was their treatment from the ^r|anSj^ 
when they were in powef, as th? hiftory o^ 
photinus tcflifies, 

It is well known with what feverity CaJ- 
yin proceeded againft Servetus, when the. 
dodlrine which he defende4 was far from 
]3eing novel, and Calvin himfelf was expofed 
to perfecution. Even in thefe circutnftances 
Jie thought tliat to write againft the doc-r 
trine of the trinity was a crime for which 
burning alive was no more than an adequate 
punifhment ; and almoft ?tll the chriftian 
world, not excepting even the meek Me- 
landlon, juftified his proceedings. Now, 
fince the minds of men are in all agc^ 
Similarly afFeded in fimilar circyimftances, 
we may conclude, that the unitarian docr 
trine, which was treated with fo much 

j-efpcft 
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fcfpedt when It was firft mentioned, was in 
a very different predicament then, from what 
it was at the time of the reformation. The 
difference of majority and minnrityy and no- 
thing elfe, can account for this difference of 
treatment. 

4. Another, and no inconfiderable argu- 
ment in favour of the antiquity of the pro- 
per unitarian doftrinc among chriflians, may 
be drawn from the rank and condition of 
thofe who held it in the time of Tertullian. 
He calls them Jimplices et idiota^ that is, 
common or unlearned people 5 and fuch per- 
fons are certainly mofl likely to retain old 
opinions, and are always far lefs apt to 
innovate than the learned, becaufe they are 
far lefs apt to fpeculate. Whenever we 
endeavour to trace the oldefl opinions in 
any country, we always enquire among the 
idiota, the common people ; and if they 
believe one thing, and the learned another, 
we may conclude with certainty, that 
which ever of them be truej or the more 
probable, thofe of the common people were 
the more ancient^ and thofe of the leamecj 
and fpeculative the more novel oi the two^ 

R 3 la 
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In moft cafes the more novel opinions 
are moft likely to be true, confidering the 
gradual fpread of knowledge, and the general 
prevalence of prejudice and error; but ii) 
fome cafes ^the probability is on the fide 
of the more ancient opinions 5 and it is 
evidently fo in this. The true doftrine 
concerning the perfon of Chrift muft be 
allowed to have been held, by the apoftles. 
They, no doubt, knew whether their matter 
was only a man like themfelvcs, or their 
maker., Their immediate difciples would 
receive and maintain the fame do£lrine that 
they held, and it muft have be^en fome time 
before any other could have been intro- 
duced, and have fpread to any extent, and 
cfpecially before it could have become the 
prevailing opinion. We naturally, there^* 
fore, look for the genuine doftrinc of chf if- 
tianity, concerning the perfon of Chriftjjt 
among thofe who, from their condition and 
circumftances, were moft likely ta main-* 
tain the old opinion, rather than among 
thofe who were moft apt to receive a hew 
one. Surely, then, we have a better chance 
of finding the truth on this iQb]tBt amoir^ 

thcfe 
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thefe idiota, the coqimon and unlearned 
people, than with fuch men as Juftin Mar- 
tyr, who had been a heathen philofopher, 
Irenaeus, or any other of the learned and 

. (peculative chriftians of the fame age. 

On the contrary, fuppofing the .chriftian 
religion to have been gradually corrupted, 

• -and that, in a long courfe of time, the cor- 
rupt doiSrine (hould become the moft pre- 
valent among the common people 5 the re- 
formation of it, by the recovery of the 
genuine dodlrine, is naturally to be looked 
for among the learned and the inquifitive, 
who, in all cafes, will be the innovators. 
This is remarkably the cafe in the prefent 
ftate of things. The common people in 
the Roman catholic countries are bigots to 
the old eftablifhed faith, while the learned 
are moderate, and almoft proteftants. In 
proteftant countries the common people 
ftill adhere moft ftrongly to the doctrine of 
their anceftors, or thofe which prevailed 
about the time of the reformation, while 
the learned are every where receding farther 
from them; they being more inquifitive, 
gnd rrjore enlightened than the unenquiring 

R 3 vulgar 
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Vulgar. But ftill, if any man (hould pro- 
pofe fimply to enquire what were the opi«* 
nicns moft generally received in this coun- 
try a century ago (which was about the 
fpace that intervened between Vidlor and 
the time of the apoftles) we fhould think 
him very abfurd, if he fhould look for 
them among the learned, rather than among 
the common people* We have experience 
enough of the difficulty with which the 
bulk of the common people are brought 
torelinquifli the faith of their anceftors. 

Diffenters in England are- well fituated 
for judging of the truth of the general 
maxim, that large bodies of men do not 
foon change their opinions. Notwith« 
ftanding the diffenters have no legal bonds, 
but are perfedlly free to adopt whatever 
opinions they pleafe ; yet^ as they were 
univerfally Calvinifts at the time of the 
reformation, they are very generally fo ftilL 
The minifters, as might be expeded, arc 
the moft enlightened, and have introduced 
fome reformation among the common peo- 
ple ; but a majority of the minifters are, 
I believe, ftill Calvinifts. 

No 
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No pcrfon at all acquainted with hiftory 
can entertain a doubt with rcfpcct to the 
genera) maxima that great bodies of men 
do not foon change their opinions. It ap-» 
peared when our Saviour and the apolUes 
preached iht gofpel with all the advantage 
of miracles ; and it appeared in the chrif*^ 

m 

tianizing of the Gentile world. How long 
did the ignorant country people, in parti ^ 
colar, continue pagans^ a word borrowed 
from their being chiefly the inhabitants of 
villages ? Does not the hiftory both of 
the corruption, and of the reformation of 
cbriftianity prove the fame thing ? How 
many yet believe the dodrine of tranfub- 
ftantiation ? and what I think as much a 
cafe in point, how many yet believe the 
dodlrine of the trinity ? 

Is it then at all probable, that when the 
doctrine of the fimple humanity of Chrift 
is acknowledged to haVe been held by the 
idiota^ or common people^ and who arc cx- 
preflly faid to have been the greater part of 
the believers (major credent ium pars J this 
/hould not have been the general opinion 
a century before that time^ but, on the 

R 4 contrary, 



^48 T^he Gentile Chriflians Book III, 

contrary, that of the deity of Chrift, which 
was held by Tertullian, and other learned 
chriftians, and who fpeak of the common 
people as being fhocked (expavefcuntj at 
their dodtrine ? Sufficient caufe; may be 
affigncd why the learned in that age ihould 
be inclined to adopt any opinion which 
would advance the perfonal dignity of their 
mafler ; and the fame caufes would pro- 
duce the fame effed: among the conimoa 
people, but it would be more flowlys and 
acquire more time, as appears to have 
been the fadt. 

It may be faid, that the teftimony of Ter-t 
tullian is exprcfsly contradidted by Juftjn 
Martyr, who (in giving an account of the 
circumftances in which the Platonic philo- 
fophy agreed, as he thought, with the doc- 
trine of Mofes, but with refpedt to which 
he fuppofed that Plato had borrowed from 
Mofes) mentions the following particulars, 
viz, the power which was after the firft 
God, or the logos, *^ affuming the figure of 
** a crofs in the univerfe, borrowed from the 
^* fixing up of a ferpent (which reprefcnted 
** ChriH) in the form of a crofs in thp wil- 

** derncfsi 
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•^ dernefs ; and a third principle, borrowed 
'* from the fpirit, which Mofes faid moved 
** on the face of the water at the creation j 
** and alfo the notion of fome fire^ or con^ 
^* flagration, borf'owed from fome figurative 
** expreffions in Mofes, relating to the anger 
*' of God waxing hot. Thefe things, h» 
^^ fays, we do not borrow from others, but 
^^ all others from us. With us you may 
*^ hear and learn thefe things from thofe 
** who do not know the form of the letters^ 
** and who are rude and barbarous of fpeech, 
^^ but wife and underftanding in mind, and 
♦^ from fome who are even lame and blind^ 
^^ fo that you may be convinced that thefe 
^^ things are not faid by human wifdom, 
*^ but by the power of God *.'* 

But all that we can infer from this paflagc 
is, that thefe common people had learned 
from Mofes that the world was made by 

* Oy ra aula av vfAEi; a}^ig 3b|icCo/xev, a7^ o ^aSlzita Tyielepa 
fMfjXfjLSvoi >£yiicri . ^ap Yjfiiv isv efi raula OMS^ai xai fAa9m tsa^a rav 
ah ra; xcepcxichpe^Tuy roix'^m mirafiBrnv^ i^ialm /a£v jc^ fiapQa^^ 
TO ^dey/xa, 0'o^y Se x) viruv tov vav oylav^ )^ Wfipav ^ x^^^v riyotv Tag 
o^eig • a; amivm^ 8 (ro^ia av^pa'TKia raula yeFovevaiy a»a 3l«a/4fii 
^fv y^yic^ai. ApoL p. 88^ 

the 
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the power and wifdom (or the logos) of 
God; that the ferpent in the wildernefs 
reprefented Chrift ; and that there wa6 
a fpirit of God that moved on the 
face of the waters : in fliort, that thefe 
plain people had been at the fource from 
which Plato had borrowed his philofophy. 
It is by no means an explicit declaratiotl 
that thefe common people thought that the! 
logos and the fpirit were perfons diftindt 
from God. Juftin was not writing with a 
view to that queftion, as Tcrtulliaii was, 

w 

but only meant to fay how much moti 
knowledge was to be found among thd 
lowed, of the chriftians^ than among the 
wifeft of the heathen philofophers. 

Befides, Juftin is here boafiing of thd 
knowledge of thefe lower people^ aiid it fa- 
voured his purpofe to make it as confiderablci 
as he could ; whereas Tertullian is complain'^ 
ing of the circumftance which he mentions; 
fo that nothing but the convidion of a dif- 
agreeable truth could have extorted it from 
him. The fame was the cafe with rcfpcfl! 
to Athanafius^ 

That 
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That the common people in Juftin's time 
/hould underfland his doflrine concerning 
the perfonification of the logos, is in itfcif 
highly imppobable. That this logos, which 
was originally in Ood the fame thing that 
reafon is in man, (hould, at the creation of 
the world, aiTume a proper perfonality, and 
afterwards animate the body of Jefus Chrift, 
either in addition to a human foul, or in^ 
ftead of it, is not only very abfurd, but alfo 
fo very abfirvfe^ that it is in the higheft de- 
gree improbable, a priori^ that the common 
people (hould have adopted it. The fcrip-^ 
tures, in which they were chiefly conver- 
fant, could never te^ch them any fuch thing; 
and they could not have been capable of en- 
tering into the philofophical refinements of 
Juftin on the fubjeft. Whereas^ that the 
common people (hould have believed as 
TertuUian and Athanafius reprefent them td 
have done, viz. that there is but one God^ 
and that Chrifl was a man, the meflenger or 
prophet of God, and no feconJ God at all 
(the rival as it were of the firft God) is 1 
thing highly credible in itfelf, and therefore 

requires Icfs external evidence. 

5* Another 



.* . 
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5. Another ground of prefumption, that 
the unitarians were not confidered as here- 
tics, or indeed in any obnoxious light, and 
confequently of their being in very great 
numbers in early times, is, that no treatifes 
were written againft them. As foon as ever 
Gnoftics made their appearance, they were 
cenfured with the greateft feverity, gnd ex- 
prefs treatifes were written againft them. 
Whereas the unitarians were firft mentioned 
without any cenfure at all, afterwards with 
very little ; and no treatife was written ex- 
prefsly againft them before Tcrtullian's 
againft Praxeas, with whom he was, on 
other accounts, much offended. About the 
fame time, it is fuppofed, that Caius wrote 
the treatife called The Little Labyrinth^ 
quoted by Eufebius. Before this time there 
were fome voluminous writers among chris- 
tians, and feveral treatifes were written ex- 
prefsly againft herefy, but all the herefies 
then noticed were thofe of the Gnoftics. 
Irenaeus's treatife againft herefy fhews, that 
the Gnoftics only were confidered as com- 
ing under that.defcription. The Ebionites 
indeed are cenfured in it, but no mention is 
3 made 



Chap. XIII. originally Unitarian., 253 

made of the Gentile unitarians^ though 
they were the majority of the cobimon 
people among chriftians a long time after 

•/this. 

His cenfures of Gentile unitarians is, at 

. leaft indirect, as they held the fame dodlrinc 
concerning Chrift that the Ebionites did; 
and it muft always be confidered, that Ire* , 
riaeus lived in Gaul, where there were no 
Ebionites, and perhaps not many unitarians, 
as they abounded moft in thofe countries in 

. . which chriftianity was firft planted. 

Theophilus of Antioch, about the year 
170, wrote againft herefies, but only his 
bookf againft Marcion is mentioned by Eu* 
febius. Hift. lib. 4. cap. 24. p. \%j. He 
alfo mentions many of the works of Melito, 
• biftiop of Sardis, but none of them were 
againft the unitarians. Lib. 4. cap. 26. 
p. 188. Rhodon, he alfo fays, wrote againft 
the Marcionites. Lib. 5. cap. 13. p. 225. 
We have alfo the firft book of a large Work 
of Origen's againft herefy; and it is very 
evident, as I have obferved, from his intro- 
dudtion, that he had no view to any befides 
the Gnoftics. Can it be doubted then, but 

that 
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that there would have been treatifes written 
exprefsly again ft the unitarians long before 
the time of Tertullian, if they had been 
conlidered in any obnoxious light, or had 
not been a very great majority of the clirif- 
tian world. 

6. That the unitarian doftrlne was very 
prevalent, even among learned chriftians> in 
the age which followed that of theapoftles, 
and was then fuppofed to be that which was 
taught by them, may, v with confiderable 
probability, be inferred from the Clementim 
Homilies^ and Recognitions, of which fome 
account was given, vol. i. p. 113, What 
is particularly remarkable relating to this 
work (for the two were originally the fame) 
is, that, though it was written by a philo- 
fopher, and upon fubjeds which related 
to the dodtrine concerning the pcrfon of 
Chrift, it contains no mention of that doc- 
trine which made fo great a figure afterwards, 
^nd which in time bore down all before it, 
viz. that of the perfonification of the logos. 
No perfon, I fhould think, could perufe 
that work with care, ^yithout concluding, 
that the orthodoxy of tbp fubfequent pc*- 
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riod had made but little progrefs then. 
The fame queftions are difcuffed, and the 
fame objcftions are anfwered, but on quito 
cJifFerent principles, and without taking the 
lead notice of any different principles. 

If we cannot infer from this circumftance, 
that fuch a fyftem as that of Juftin Martyr, 
or the orthodoxy of the third century, did 
not exift, or was not much prevalent, fo as 
to have attradled much notice, in the fe- 
Qond ; it muft at leaft be allowed, as I ob^ 
ferved before, that the writer of this Work, 
being indifputably a man of genius and 
learning, would afcribp tp Peter and Cle^ 
ment fuch opinions, and fuch a mode of 
anfwpring the Gnoftics, as he thought 
would pafs for theirs. And as the work 
was probably a very popular one, from the 
different editions and modifications of it 
(being publifhed afterwards, with Arian, 
and again with trinitarian adulterations) 
and ufed, as Epiphanius fays, by the Ebio- 
nites as a facred book, we may likewife, in- 
fer, that the theological dodlrlnes of it were 
generally thought to be thofe of the apofto- 
lie age, though with fuch additions as th© 

a philo-» 
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philofophy of the times could fupply. A 
man muft have had lefs knowledge and Icfs 
judgment than the writer of this work was 
evidently pofleffed of, to have put into ibe 
mouths of Peter and Clement unitarian 
dodtrines, and unitarian modes of anfwer- 
ing the Gnoftics, if it had not been fup- 
pofed that Peter and Clement, though no 
philofophers, were at leaft unitarians. 

To the paflages quoted from this work 
before, I (hall here add another, in which, 
contrary to the orthodox dodrine of the 
world not having been made by God him- 
felf, but by the logos, and without noticing 
any fuch dodrine, he gives a fine enuniera^ 
tion of the attributes of the one true God, 
and reprefents him as the demiurgus, the im« 
mediate maker of the world, and all the fevc- 
ral parts of it, the heavens and the. heavenly 
bodies, the earth and water, mountains -ancj 
feas, fountains and fruits, &c. &c.* 

m oil aulog /*oi^ sriv ^eog, )y xvpi©-^ xj 'sra^y?, ayoBog Jy dum®*, 
l^Wj ayveiav trvfA^sy^vuv^ cumt®'^ aiamsg Tcomv^ aavyxpS®'^ Touf . 
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Dr. Lardner obferves (Credibility, vol. 2. 
p. 8 1 9-) that the Clementine Homilies and 
Recognitions deferve a more particular exa- 
mination than has yet been given to them. 
And indeed, in the view in which I have 
mentioned them, and alfo, in many others, 
they are juftly intitled to it ; as they contain 
a particulanaccount of the opinions of thofe 
tioies, efpecially of the manner in which 
chriftianity was treated and defended by 
philofophers. More may be learned con- 
cerning the theology and philofophy of 
tjiofe times, from this (ingle wprk, than 
ffom many others. It is true tjhat the phi* 
lofophical dodrines in it are abfurd enough ; 
but .the age afforded np better, pnd they 
are exhibited in a .very pleafing drefs. 

f» rov fieyccv aima a^ wHfw Wf^asy o apoanv ifcatXa/rai;, ij yfi$ 

wpng tufvco^^ ogn v^vex/gj ^a>acrac& 'atpio^ta-ag^ OHfMg re j^ 
WiUfAcOa dialc^ag * o to 'SJBpitxfiv cofi^ cv avti^a ^tXaiyet 'OViv/jtali 
gaxjj^ afffa>aig offfa^^jraiAevog, Hom. 2. feft. 45, p- 63«. 
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S E C T I O N , II. 

Diredi Evidence in Favour of the Gentile 
Chrijiians having been generally Unitarians. 

T5 UT there is no occafion to argue in this 
manner from circumftances^ and the na- 
ture of the thing, fince it appears from the 
evidence of all hiftory, fo as never to have 
been queftioned by any writer of reputation^ 
that the unitarians had not any places of 
worfhip feparate from thofe of other chrif- 
tians in early times. It was allowed by 
Mojfheim, a zealous trinitarian, who fays, 
(Hift. vol. I • p. 1 9 1 ) " However, ready many 
** have been to embrace this erroneous doc- 
*^ trine, it does not appear, that this fed 
'^ formed to themfelves a feparate place of 
'* worfliip, or removed themfelves from 
** the ordinary affemblies of chriftians/* 
But does it not alfo follow from the fame 
fad, that thefe unitarians were not erpelled 
from chriftian focieties by others, as they 
certainly would have been, if they had 
been coniidered as heretics ? 
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** In former times/' fays Nicephorus, 
*' all who were called chrifliafis, though 
" they held different opinions, being confi- 
*^ dered in the fame light by the Gentiles, 
** and fuffering fforh theni, made little ac- 
*^ count of their diiferepces, while they were 
*^ expofed to equal hardfhips, on which ac- 
*' count they eafily joined in the common 
''^ affemblies; and having frequent inter- 
*' courfe, while they were few in number, 
** did not^ divide into parties*/' In thcfe 
circumftances, however, theGnoftics held fe- 
parate aflemblies, and as the violence of per- 
fecution did not make the orthodox receive 
them into their aflemblies, fo neither would 
they have admitted the unitarians, if they 
had been at all obnoxious to them. 

That unitarians were included among 
thofe who, holding difFfcrent opinions, were 

* Etti iiX9 ya^ Tftjv (xva xf ov«» o^oi K>m^ X?'^ satpwmflo «, xj 

%v Evofju^oflo * 30i koKooi £^ sKeivciiv "sraurxovlegy aTroTkU^fCP/fAOVifloy to 
^icxK^mtr^ou Ei^ov, tioi^ag vpirotiitvoi avfjupo^a; * ^ia tx i^ ^a xoit 
tavlag (rmovleg, aao^njtaiov * /awrnivre tw ofjuXoiv ^X'^^i^ ^ i^oT^yos 
ng-ocv, o/Mj; hk sig voVkd^Jfe^vdif^av. Hift. lib. 8. cap. 52. Vol. 
I. p. 661. 

S 2 confidered 
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confidered by the orthodox as fellow cbrif^ 
tiansy is evident from the following paf-, 
fage of Origen ; but it will be. more 
evident from 'other paflages which I (hall, 
have occafion to quote from him hereafter, . 
It is only to be obferved, that the unita*^ 
rians are here defcribed as being patripaf^^ 
Jtans ; but thefe were only the more philo- . 
fophical of the unitarians, as I fliall fhow in. 
its proper place. ** It is allowed/' he fays, 
•* that as in the great multitude of believers, 
'^ who admit of difference of opinion, there 
'^ are fome who fay that the Saviour is God 
*' over all ; but we do not fay fo, who bc- 
** lieve him when he faid. My Father is 
** greater than /.?*" 

Eufebius, defcribing two forts of here- 
tics, one of whom denied the humanity of 
Chrift, and the other his pre-exiftence and 
divinity, fays, that the former were out of 
the church ; but he is fo far from faying the 
fame of the latter, that he particularly com« 

■ 

iia TKV ^po'Trilstay acro7*S£0"Sai tov aoiln^a svca rov I'jn *Baun Swv • 
a>:K »7t 7£ nyi^ii touIwj oi ^s&ofjtsvoi avla ^£yoy7f, O mahif^ o «e^- 
4^af /AE, fjLsiicm f^a sri. Ad Celfum, lib. 8, p. 387. 

plains 
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plains that Marcellus, one of them, even 
prefided in it, being then bifhop of Ancyra*. 
That Chryfoftom confidered almoft all 
the chriftians as being unitarians in the age 
of the apoftles has been fhewn already; and 
yet he fays, that in their time there was no 
herefy f." This, however, could not be 
ftridtly true, becaufe there were Gnoftics 
in the time of the apoftles ; but they were 
few compared with their numbers after- 
wards. On this account, it is faid by fe- 
veral of the ancients, that herefy began in 
the time of Adrian, when the moft diftin- 
guifhed of the Gnoftics made their appear- 
ance. Cyprian fays, that " the worft of the 

* Twv yap sJepoJolftn', oi fievy fjtn nsfottvdu f/tn^e 'spu^a^x^^^ '^ov 
viov TH ^SH ^ayli^i av^faTtov tva aulov 'toig hUTToi ofjuHOv^ wo^fAsvoi 
li av^fUTrup vio^eaia ttli/AYiff^ai aulov efaaaVf x^ rSo hvleg^ cx^avalov 
x^ cki&^vl y\ aulo iifAnv )d Sblav x^ ^cKT\>£m oumiov (oiAo^jyypno'av . or 
3e Toy ov^f WTTOV o^cayusvoi^ viov eivai ^£h* Ssov nspoofla. u<l>£rY\<ravlo • 
a?vX 01 fjLsv TYig ZHM>a\(Tiaq a>^^ioi^ f^^PCf * '^octhIh tsy^vn; z'KcxffiXv ' o Se 
TTjj £»c?vw{5t^T8 Ses TOffoJloif Ho^TrpKrafjixvoi Xfow<5, rnv vTtot^^n avat" 
p£i T8 vm T9 $£8, TO ottJIls hBtlnf/wra^ ^va-idrrifia. Contra Mar" 
cellum, vol. i. p. 33. 

at^Bo-ig nhfAia yiv* Ser^ 61 « Oper^, voL 5* p. 809. 

S3 *' her^fies 
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** herefies did not rife .till after the time of 
*' the apoftles */' 

That the common people among chrif- 
tians were aftually unitarians in the early 
ages, and believed nothing of the pre-exift- 
ence or divinity of Chrift before the 
council of Nice, vee have as exprefs a tefti- 
mpny as can be defired in the cafe, Thefe 
fublime dodrines were thought to be above 
their comprehenfipn, and to be capable of 
being underftood and received by the learned 
only. This we fee moft clearly in the ge- 
neral ftrain of Origen's writings, who was 
himfelf a firm believer, and a zealous de- 
fender, of the pre-exiftence and divinity of 
Chrift. 

" This,'* fays he, ** we ought to under-' 
** fland, that, as the law was a {hadow of 

■ a * 

** good things to come, fo is the gofpel 
** as it is underftood by the generality. 
** But that which John calls the everlaft- 
ing gofpel, and which may^ be more 
properly called thtfpirituaJ, inftrufts the 



4C 



* £t hoc, cum nondum hsreticac pefte$ acriores pro- 
rupiffcnt. Epift, i. Opera^ p. 211. 219. 

** intelligent 
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*' ifiteiligent very clearly concerning the 
^* Son of God. Wherefore the- gofpel muft 
'* be taught both corporeally and fpiritually, 
'* and when it is neceffary we muft preach 
•* the corporeal gofpel, faying to the carnal, 
•* that we know nothing but Jefus Chrift 
^* and him crucified. But when perfons 
*^ are found confirmed in the fpirit, bring- 
*' ing forth fruit in it, and in love with 
** heavenly wifdom, we muft impart to, 
** them the logos returning from his bo- 
'^ dily ftate, in that he was in the begin- 
*' ning with God*/' 

*' Some are adorned with the logos itfelf, 
** but others with a logos which is a-kin to 
'* it, and fceming to them to be the true 

^ Ktxi tkTo ^s ^iits/m sxpWy oil rnvrsf ert vo/a®" aiaav vapexoiv 

SiiXz^^o'v ; slo) x) woeyy&^dsif ojaca fAurn^tm x^rti %3bc07<^, to vo-^ 
fjuiofjLivov VTTO 'aocflm tm evlvyx^oanvloiv vosta^M . Qh ^aiy lojowng suaT- 
fyET^cv amm^ otfcsiag av T^x^^OfJtsyov mwpLalsxovy crapag "Bsa^iTYvrt 
roig vosffi la wcpfla Bvwrm vegi v» th Ses. — AunrEg oofavKOWx^ 
mvevfjLcStxog x; crnfuStmi xf <riaii{£iy * i^ om /toy %f n to aofjuxlixov 
Kupvo'a'm EvayyO^ov^ fagmHa fjoHsv aSmu Totg ^ofHrnoif n h^mt 
X^^^ov «} Talov eravfoifisvov^ tuTov -arwiilfov • ftrov 3k eMp€^fl?cri jtcOnfi^^ 
fi^voi TO) w^ufAcOiy ^ HOfTCofofHvlEg ev ai/7a), E^atvlEg th Hpann aofia^^ 
fiElaMEov auloi^ th Xoy^j e^avfe^Sov©- avo t« ^ccrajiKBerSai,^ tf owf 
ev fi^^Ti ^fof Toy Sfov. Comment, in Johan, vol. 2. p. 9. 

«4. **lpgosj 
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*' logos ; who know nothing but JefusChrift 
*^ and him crucified, who look at the worid 
'' made flefh */' 

" There are," fays he, ** who partake of 
^^ logos which was from the beginning, the 
** Ipgos that was with God, and the logos 
** that was God, as Hofea, Ifaiah, and Jere- 
f * miah, and any others that fpcak of hina 
** as the logos of God, and the logos that 
*' was with him ; but there are others who 
f ' know nothing but Jefus Chrift and hinii 
** crucified, the logos that was made flefli, 
^* thinking they have every thing of the 
*' logos when they acknowledge Chrift ac- 
f^ cording to the flefh. Such is the multi- 
M tude of thofe who are called chriftians -f-," 

^ Oi fisv yap aJlta ra Xoyto xEKoafmlM. Oi h va^OMSifjtew tlw 

XfiTov^ 1^ TH7oy 2rav^o>iJt£mf 01 rov hoyo vaa^na opmlsg. Conu 
jnent. vol.2. p*49. 

I^EOv Xoy8, x^ Se8 Xoys, arTre^ (ocme x^ naatag j^ legsfjua^^ i^artg ekfog 
Touilov eoujlcv nsa^ETTfifT&i ag rov >jayQi9 Kupm, yi tov T^oyov yeifsa&at vfog 
avlov '. Se^oi h 01 fPiSsv eiMeg stfjw hvrsv xf^rov Jy TtSev eravfUfAiyWf 
Toy yevofjfxvov ca^ Koyov^.ro 'srav vofniovlEg eivou th yjoya x^rovxeHa 
ffotpta fAom yiva)7Hsa'i • rtslo 3e en to v^yiS^ rav wmirevHSfcu fOiU" 
^ofisvwt Comment, in Johan. vol. 2. p. 49. 

3 ^pm* 



,ChAP. XIII. originally Unitarian. 265 

Again, he fays, '* the multitudes'' (i. e,' 
the great mafs or body) *^ of believers are 
** inftrufted in the (hadow of the logos, 
*^ and riot in the true logos of God, which 
'* is in the open heaven*/* 

But nothing can be more decifivc than 
the evidence of Tertullian to this purpofc, 
who, in the following paflage, which is 
too plain and circumftantial to be mifan- 
derftood by any perfon, pofitively afferts; 
though with much peevifhnefs, that the 
unitarians, who held the dodlrine of the 
divinity of Chrift in abhorrence, were the 
greater part of chriftians in his time. 

** The limple, the ignorant, and un- 
^' learned, who are always the greater part 
♦' of the body of chriftians, fince the rule 
^* of faith/' meaning, probably, the apoftles 
creed, *' transfers the worfhip of many 
'* gods to the one true God, not under- 
** ftanding that the unity of God is to 
^' be maintained but with the ceconomy; 
^' dread this ceconomy 5 imagining that 

IsvSat* Comment, in Johan. vol. 2. p. 5Z. 

'' this 
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** this number and difpofition of a trinity is 
** a divifion of the unity. They, there* 
*' fore, will have it that we are worfhippers 
<* of two, and even of three Gods, but that 
** they are the worfhippers of one God 
*5 only. We, they fay, hold the monarchy. 
^f Even the Latins have learned to bawl 
f* out for the monarchy, and the Greeks 
** themfelves .will not underftand the oeco- 
*f nomy *.'' 

It is hardly poffible in any words to de- 
fcribe the ftate of things more clearly thaa 

*, Simplices enim quippe, ne dixerim imprudeates et 
idiotae, quae major fen) per credent! um pars eft, quoniani 
et ipfa regula fidei a pluribus diis feculi, ad unicuin et 
deum verum transfert ; non intelligentes unicum quidenit 
fed cum fua ceconomia efTe credendum expavefciuit ad 
ceconomiam. Numerum et difpofitioncm trinitatis, divi- 
fionem praefumunt unitatis; quando unitas ex femedplk 
deiivans trinitatem, non deftruatur ab ilia, fed -adminiftre- 
tur. Itaque duos et tres jam jailitant a nobis praedicari,^ 

fe vero unius dei cultores praefumunt. Quafi non et 

unitas inrationaliter colleaa,-liaerefim faciat, trinitas ratio- 
naliter expenfa, veritatem conftituat. Monarchiam, in- 
quiunt, tenemus. Et ita fonum vocaliter exprimunt etiaiki 
Latini, etiam opici, ut putes illos tam bene intelljgere mo- 
narchiam, quam enunciant. Sed monarchiam fonare ftu« 
dent Latini, ceconomiam intelligere nolunt etiam Graeci. 
Ad Praxeam, feft. 3- p. 50?. 

Tertulliai) 
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Tertullian here does. It is the language of 
ftrong feeling and comfiaint, the clearcft of 
all proofs that he did not mif-ftate things on 
that fide, as it would have been for the pur- 
pofe of his argument to have reprefented the 
unitarians as being inconfiderable on account 
of their numbers, as well as defpicable on 
account of their want of learning. 

Whoever Tertullian meant by the Jtrn-- 
plices and idiota^ for any thjing that appears, 
he meant the whole body of them. His 
language is general and unlimited. How- 
ever, I am far from being willing to con- 
ftrue him rigoroufly, and am ready to allow, 
that fome of the fimple and unlearned per- 
fons he defcribes might profefs to believe 
the dodrine of the trinity, though he fays 
nothing of it. But, making all reafonable 
dedud:ions on this accoU(vt, he aflerts a pal- 
pable falfehood, add agiainft hjmfelf, if a 
very great majority of them were not uni- 
tarians. 

On the whole, it is impoffible not to 
infer from this paflage, that, in the time of 
Tertullian, the great body of unlearned 
chriftians tvcre unitarians. Common fenfe 

. cannot 



2 68 The . Gentile ChrtJUans • Bo o k II I. 

cannot put any other conftruftion on this 
paflage, and Tertullian is far from being 
lingular in this acknowledgment. It is 
made, in different modes, by feveral of fhc 
Fathers, even later than the age of Ter- 
tullian. 

That Tertullian confidered the more 
fimple and unlearned people as thofe atHong 
whom the unitarian doftrine was the moft 
popular, is evident from his faying, that 
*^ the tares of Praxeas grew up, while itiany 
** flept in the fimplicity of do(5lrine*/' 

That the word idiota in Latin, or iJia/fej 
in Greek, fignifies a man limply unlearned^ 
and not a fooU would be an affront to the 
literature of my readers to attempt to prove. 

Athanafius alfo, like Tertullian, acknow- 
ledged that the unitarian doctrine was very 
prevalent among the lower clafs of people 
in his time. He calls them the o< wowum, the 
many^ and defcribes them as perfons of low 
underftanding. ** It grieves,'' he fays, 
** thofe who fland up for the holy faith, 

♦ Fruticaverant avenae Praxeanae hie quoque fuper- 
feminatae, dormientibus multis in funplicitate do6lrinse. 
Ad Praxeam, lib. i. p. 51 1. 

'' that 
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** that the multitude^ and efpecially perfons 
" of low underftanding, fliould be infedled 
** with thofe blafphemies. Things that 
** are fublime and difficult arc not to be ap- 
^' prehended, except by faith ; and ignorant 
** people muft fall, if they cannot be per- 
^* fuaded to reft in faith, and avoid curious 
** queftiohs*." 

This being the language of cp?7iplaint, as 
well as that of Tertullian,it may be the more 
depended on for exhibiting a ftate of things 
vecy unfavourable to what was called the 
orthodoxy of that age. And it was not the 
dodxine of Arius, but that of Paulus Samo- 
fatenfis, that Athanalius is here complain- 
ing of. 

Thefe bumble chrijiians of Origen, who got 

no farther than the Jhadow of the logos ^ the 

fimplicesy znd Idiota of Tertullian, and the^^r- 

Jbns of low underjianding of Athanalius, were 

* Axmti 3f ^ vi/v rug avlex<^fjiSV8g rn; aytag "STirBu;^ rmz^i tm oup.ccy 
phofffnijuav p^aTrlaa-a rag 'sroT^g * fjtaJ^^a mg nT^TJufievag 'Sft^i rw 
cvK€iv» Ta ya^ ^juEjahx xj ^uaHalaT^nTrla tcov 'Sj^ayfjUiloov isiret T>f 
fgrpog Tov Sfov hafA^avelM. O^ev ot ist^i tytj yva^iv a^uvtzlavleg uTro- 

tt7p£9r£cr$au De Incarnationc verbi contra Paulum Sa- 
mofatenfem, Opera, vol. i. p. 591, 

probably 
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probably the fimplices credentium of Jerom^ 
who, he fays, " did not underftand the fcrip-* 
*' tures as became their majefty.^' For had 
thefe fimple chriftians (within the palfe of* 
the church) inferred from what John fays 
of the logos, and from what Chrift fays of 

himfelf, that he was, perfonally coniidered^ 

• 

equal to the Father, Jerom would hardly 
have faid, that ** they did not underftand 
the fcriptures according to their ma* 
jefty," for he himfelf would not pretend 
to a perfedt knowledge of the myftery of the 
** trinity. ** For thefe fimple chriftians," 
he fays, ** the earth of the people of God 
^* brought forth hay, as for the heretics it 
** brought forth thorns */' For the intel-^ 
ligent, no doubt, it yielded richer fruits. 

From all thefe paflages, and others quoted 
before, I cannot help inferring, that the 
doftrine of Chrift being any thing more 

^ Quod dicitur fuper terrain popull mei, Tpiiue et 
fcenum afcendent, referre poteft et ad hasreticos, et ad 
fimplices quofque credentium, qui non ita fcripturam intel* 
ligunt ut illius convenit majedati. Unde fingula (ingulis 
coaptavimus, ut terra populi dei hxreticis fpinas, imperitis 
quibufque ecclefiae foenum afFerat. Jerom in Ifai. xxxii. 
20. Opera, vol. 4. p. 118. 

I than 
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than a man, the whole dodrine oi'tbe eter^ 
nallogos, who was in God, and who was God, 
was long confidered as a more abftrufe and 
refined principle, with which there was no 
occaiion to trouble the common people; 
and that the dod:rine of the fimple huma- 
nity of Chrift continued , to be held by the 
common people till after the time of Atha- 
nafius, or after the council of Nice. And if 
this was the cafe then, we may fafely con-* 
elude, that the unitarians were much more 
numerous in a more early period, as it is 
well known that they kept lofing, and not 
gaining ground, for feveral centuries • 



CHAP- 
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CHAPTER XIV. 

An Argument for the Novelty of the DoSrine 
of the Trinity J from the Manner in which it 
was taught and received in early Times. 

'TpHE fubjeft of this chapter properly 
■ belongs to the Twelfth, as it rejates to 
a circumJl(Lnce from which it may be inferrfid^ 
that the unitarian dodtrine was held by th^ 
the majority of chriftians in the early ages i 
but I referve. it for a diftind: confideration 
in this place, becaufe it requires a more 
particular difcuffion, and will receive much 
light from what was advanced both iii the 
Twelfth and Thirteenth chapters. 

One proof of the antiquity of a doftrinc is 
its being found among the common people, 
in preference to the learned; the former 
being the leaft, and the latter the moft apt ' 
to innovate; fo that from the dodtrine of 
the fimple humanity of Chrift being held by 
the common people in the time of Tertul- 

lian. 
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Jian, Origen, and Athanafius, it may be con- 
eluded with certainty, that it was the doc* 
trine which they had received from their 
anceftors, and that it originated with th0 
apoftles themfelves. 

There is alfo another mark by which We 
may diftinguifh what opinions are new^ and 
what are (?^/, whenever they are apprehend- 
ed to be of much confequertce; and that is 
by the manner in which they are advanced by 
the patrons of them, and that in which they 
are received by thofe who difapprove of 
them. The innovator will be timid and 
modeft, and the alTerter oi an old opinion 
will be bold and confident, A new opii^ 
nion will alarm and terrify ; but an old one 
will be treated with refpedt. This ma^inq^ 
we fee exemplified every day, and in np cafe 
more remarkably than with refpedt to thefe 
very dodirines of the pre-ej^iftence and di» 
vinity of Chrift. 

If we look back into the ftate of thingf 
in this country about a century, or half % 
century ago, we fhall find the trinitarians 
(hocked at the dodrine of the humanity 
of Chrift, and endeavouring to bear it down 

Vol. IIL T with 
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with the greateP-'ccJHfidence and viblenccw 
Oh the other hand, all the defences- of' wim 
is called the Socinian do<5lrine, were written 
with the greateft modefty, and With the air 
and manner of an apology. Let usAiOTr, by 
this maxim, judge hbw things i[tOOd with 

refpcft to this very doftrine in - the tttncdf 
Juftin Martyr, Origen, and Tcrtullian.. 

As the dodrine of the faumarlily *^ 
Chrift was then chiefly held- by the cbiMMdn 
people, who were not writers, arid-as^iio 
\vork of any unitarian, 'written aftir the 
controverfy was ftarted, has bcen-prcfcrvcd 
to us, we labour binder great difadTaritagtos 
in this refpcd:. But notwithftanding this, 
circumftances enow may be collcftcd frotn 
the writings of the trinitarians, to-crtabte 
us to judge how both themfelves, and, ihfe 
unitarians, thought and felt with rcfpcQf^tb 
it; and circumftances furniflied inthisifr-r 
dired: manner by adverfaries, are oftieii: tUte 
leaft fufpicious intimations of the' real 'ftatc 
of things. 

On this principle, ' it will, ! think,' ftrlSiV 
ciently appear, that it was with great diffi- 
culty that the generality of chriftians were 

rccbn- 
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^^^jconcilcd to ^thc do<J^ripc of .|h^ dci^y.of 

^CJhrift, ar^fl .that of thc.ti^inity in any /orm. 

Jt is Qvident, tlut .the lowxu* clafs ofchcif- 

.tidAS.was much iUgg^red by^it, and exceed- 

.JDIgly offcodcd when ?hcy ^/V/ hear, of it^; 

.yfhich could never have been the caie if it 

.J)^ then been fuppoicd to have been the 

dodrine of . the .apoi^les, and . to have Jbeea 

delivered by them as the mod cfTeati^^^^- 

tide of chriilian. faith, in which light.it ia 

fkow .reprefented. Such terms 8^$ fcandali-^ 

^%are, txpavefcere^ .6cc, ufed by Tertullian^ 

Noyatian, 6cc. and tcufofff^w^ tx,Q. by Origen^ 

can only apply to the cafe of fooxe ;7o^^/ and 

alarming dodlrine, fbmething that men had 

not been accuftomed to. We mayvthere-i 

fore, take it for gcanted, that it had {lot 

been much heard, of among the coovno^ 

people at lead ; and if fo, that it had never 

been taught by the apolUes. 

Admitting that the a^o^les had, taught 
aqy dodtrines of a peculiarly fubljipe natpte 
(which the Fathers pretend to have been the 
cafe with rcfped, tothe pre-cxi(tepce and 
divinity of Cbriil),y^t»as.all thjcir teaching 
was in public, and. there were no,/ccnets 

T 2 among 
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among them (Paul, for inftance, having fo- 
lemnly affured the elders at Ephefus, that 
he had not Jhunned to declare unto them the 
whole council of God) the common people 
muft at leaft have heard of thefe fublime 
doftrines, and have been accuftomed to the 
found of the language in which they were 
expreffed. And had they known that thofe 
dodlrines had been taught by the apoftles to 
any of their body, though not to themfdves, 
they would have learned to refpecft what they 
did not underftand, and was not meant for 
their ufe. They could never have been 
offended ^ndi Jlaggered 2X things which they 
and their fathers before them had always 
been in the hearing of. 

I fliall not recite in this place all the paf- 
fages which (how how much the common 
people were offended at the doftrines of the 
pre-exiftence and divinity of Chrift. Many 
of them have already paflcd before the eye 
of the reader, and many others will be pro- 
duced in different connexions. It will be 
found, that even at and after the council of 
Nice, the unitarians continued to fpeak' 
their fentiments with the greateft freedom; 

and 
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. and always ciclaimed agalnft the prevailing 
dodrines, as no \tk new than abfurd. 
Little were thofe writers who have inad- 
iKcrtently recorded thefe circumftances aware 
cf the value of the information which they 
were hereby giving to pofterity. Had Ter- 
tullian^ Origen, and others, thought more 
highly than they did of the common people, 
we fhould probably never have known from 
them what their opinions and feelings were. 
But, happily for us, thefe writers thought 
meanly of the common people, and fpcak- 
ing of them with contempt, or pity, have, 
without defign, given us very ufeful and 
valuable lights into this very important cir- 
cumftance in the hiftory of their times. 

I fhall now give an account of the man- 
ner which the doctrines of the pre-exiftence 
and divinity of Chrift were firft propofed by 
the moft learned and diftinguiftied perfons 
of their age ; and we fhall find that it was i^- 
with much diffidence, and the air of an 
apology^ as if they were fenfible that the doc- 
trines were new^ and might not eafily re- 
commend themfelves. For this purpofe I 
ihall, in the firfl place, produce an extradt 

T 3 from 
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from thb Writings of Juftin M^irtyf, who- 
was probably the firft who publicly main^ 
tained tTiefc dbifhines. 

He reprefents Trypho as faying, Coft- 
dernirig the doftrine of the ihoarttaVidn, 
** it is fo extraordinary," that it cati nC^^ei' 
^' be proved. That this Chrfift was a'Gody 
** exifting before th^ ages, aiid then bora 
*' a man, is not only extra6i*dinary, btrt ri- 
*^ diculous. To this I a[nfi^ercd, I knovv" 
** that this doftrine appears flrsinge, ainf 
•* cfpecially to thofe of youf race," that is, 
to the Jews *. It is evident froftf tJiis paif* 
iage, that Juftin thought that this do'ftrJfttf 
would appear ftrange to others, btefidcs tiie 
Jews ; and as be proceeds, if v^ill appeal 
that fie took care iiot to lay too niueii ftrfefs 
on this new do'dritie, left he Ibottid vt6i 
be able to prove it fatisfa<ftorily. 

« it will not foliotv that Be is ftdf thd 
« Chrift, though I (hould not b6 able td fJi-ovb 

* Ha^aoo^o^ rig yaq nsoit hm fMi iuvaiisy©- o>»f carti^xlhfeu 
ioKEi fjLOi sivai . TO ya§ >£yziv ck^ lis^kTca^x^^ ^^^ ^^ '^ 'cu^ntai 
^ov Tcv x^iTcv. eila kou ytm0v[vm av^omGv ysfofx&oi^ o^e/unA^ Ittti 
Si njc ca/G^aTTog el av&^uTm, n fiovav ^a^cx^ciov ioHii fJUn hvol, oTO^a 
KM /jujfov. Kayco ns^og ravia tp/iVy oiV ok «afa3b|®~ o Xoy^ 
icKU Eivoij HM fjLa>ATa roii onto th yti^ VfjLuif, Dial. {># 2^2^ i^T* 

" that 
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•*■ that he prc*exl(lcd» as God^ the fon of 
^.* him that made all things, and that he 
^ became a man by the virgin ; it being 
^f proved that he is the Chrift, the Soa of 
^' God* whoever he was ; though l (houkl 
^* not prove that he pre-exifted, but was a 
^' man of the fame pafBons with ouriclves, 
^' having ficfh, and being fubjed to his 
^^ Father's will, Ic will be right to fky^ 
^' Uiat in this only I have been miflaken, 
*' and not that he is not the Chrift, though 
*' he ihould apppar to be a nun born as oth^er 
^' men are, and to be made Chrifl by elec- 
*• tion. For there are fome of our race, 
*' who acknowledge him to be Chrift, but 
^' hold that he was a man born like other 
*' men. With tben;^ I do not agree, nor 
*' /hould I do fo, though ever fo many, 
•* being of the fame opinion^ (hould urge 
** it upon me ; becaufe we are commanded 
*' byX^hrift himfelf, not to obey the teach* 
^* ings of men, but what was taught by the 
•• holy prophets and himfelf," Trypho 
fays, «* They who fay that he was a man, 
*' born like other men, and that he became 
" Chrift by eledion/' i, e, the appoiolmcnt 

T4 of 
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of God, *• feem to hold a doftriiie uaott 
** credible than yours," For all of us cx- 
'* pe6t that Chrift will be a man, born like 
*' other men, and that Elias will come to 
*^ anoint him* If, therefore, this perfon 
•* be the Chrift, he muft by all means be 
*' a man born like other men*/' . 

This diffidence of Juftin agrees remark* 
ably well with the fuppofition, that the 

* Omc oat6»jjiou TO roiSov bivou x^^^ov th ^bh bov asro3ki|^ fOI 

mUlJtaU 6ii HOI 'ETf STTUf X^5 WOf T8 WW>f?« TUV 0}iCi)V ^BO^ fl)V, KM JByt* 

fijsa avB^coTTOi fja rn^ wafdcvs. Aw^ bk 'srcxvlog afTctt^Bawfixm db 
hi^ Btiv x^iro; o m Sw, oris iilog srou^ say h fin OTrooeuenw A 
«"fi«n!fxe Kai ymnfi^vai av^^aTr®" opLOKmaQmniMV^ ffoput B}(faf^ tuOa 
*njv TH 'sal^oi jSs^Ki/, vTrEfiEiyBv, bv raiw 'aBTrxavnat^cu fJts yusvw heyta 
Ji/wjwv, oXAa iJm a^vBKT^ou oli «7oj Briv o %f trof , cav fouwSai «j al^ 
OguTt®' £| av^f w7fl/v yEmififif , ««« e;^^^ ycva/iEv®- €<; 'i'W X?'^^ w*!* 
af:ft9^eiHvvnlM. Koi v^f fieri rive^ u ^i>^i, By^eyov, am nc nfiSBfn 
ycvH; oiUi'hoyHviti aJlov xf'J'W civati, ovQ^aTTov ie cj aat9^vcsf 71*0- 
fC£i/ov aTro^oavofjLEvoi* Oi;, 8 auvli^BfjLaij a^ av ^hstroi TcuHafM^^ii^C' 
txavJeg BiTTdiEVf BTTEL^ti UK av9^(07rBioi; ii^ayfjLoa-i HEKB>^v(TfAs6a V7t cu3a 
T» Xf*^ 'ZD'EiSccT^ai, aXTux toij oia rm fjuxxafuav 'srfp^flw WfiOC* 
ficieri kdu Ji a:/78 2i3a;i(j$£f(n. Kat Tf i/^wv, £/uf« /xev Sbteo'fl', fiTer, 
01 XeVowe^ av^wTTov yByovBvat aulov xai uaJi BK^joywt xvcftadedy k6U 
X^irov yfyovEvai, 'snQavcolB^ov vfjLav Xryfiv, Tm raula asrep fug Keym* 
lav , Kcu ya§ 'sravltg rjfjLBii rev x^^^^^ av6^o)7rov fl caiO^aiTroiv vpaib' 
ksifjLEV yBVYiasa^M, km tov E>4av xfttra* aulcv B)Mla . toy os wb^ 
paiVYilM ^v x^^^^i ay9g:i)7tov fjLtv eI av9pa7Cav yEVOlMVW nt vaflof 
MiCiTna^m hi, Diah p. 233. 

unitarians 
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Unitarians were originally no lefs than the 
yrhole body of chriftians, and that the tri- 
mitarians were the innovators, appearing at 
firft modefl and candid, a^ was natural while 
they Were a fmall minority, though they 
grew bold and imperious when they became 
the majority. 

Independently oT any nice conftrudion 
bf this paflage, we may fafely fay, that if 
the doftrine of the fimple humanity of 
Chrift had not been at leaft a very general 
opinion in the time of Juftin, he would 
never have fpoken of it with fo much ten- 
dernefs and refped: as he has done, coftG- 
dering how Very different it was from his 
own opinion, his defence of which has 
fufficiently the appearance of an apology • 
He even intimates fome degree of doubt 
with refpedt to his opinion, when he fays 
that, if he fhould not be able to prove it, 
the fundamental doctrine of chriftianity, 
viz. that of the meffiahfhip.of Jefus, would 
not be affedled by it* Why fhould he pro- 
vide this retreat, if he had not had fome 
fecret fufpicion of the^ ground on which he 
ilood, He calh the unitarians /ome, as if 

% they 
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they were the minority ; but the t<s^. ift 
indefinite, and may apply to the majority; ^. 
and from the complexion of the whol^* 
paffage, I have no doubt but that Juftin 
was aware that it was fo, and that, with a 
view to this, he added, that he fhould not 
be influenced by that confideration. 

That Juftin's language is that of a ipan 
who knew that he was advancing a new, 
opinion,, is evident, as I faid, from thi^. 
general air and complexion of it ; and thj? 
more we attend to it, the more fcnfiblc wc 
fliall be of the juftnefs of this conftruftion. 

1. Let it be con^dq^ed, that in this place^^ 
as well as in his writings in general, he 
labours the proof of the pre-exiftence of 
Chrift, (hewing that it is confonant to t|^ 
principles of Platonifm, and alfo deduciblc 
from the writings of Mofes,and other parts 
of the Jewifh fcriptures, without referring 
to any other writer in fupport of what he 
advances. 

2. He does not ufe a fingle acrimonious 
cxpreffion againft thofe who differed froiQ 
him with refpedt to it, which is juft as any 
man would do who fhould write \n defence 

of 
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oP a novels or not very prevalent opinion^ ■ 
and' otac>j of which hinafelf w^as^^ the. pri4ici^ 
pal abettor. 

3. He talks of ilot being overborne by the 
authority of any number of men,* even his 
feHov*" chriftians,- but v^^ouJd adher.e to the 
words of Chrift, and th^e fenfe of feri^ure-i 
which rs a^ ftile almoft peculiar to thofc 
whofe opinions are either quite novel, or at 
kaft not very pre>^alent. * 

4. The phrafe, " neither do I agree witli 
** the majority of cforiftians, who may have 
•' bbj'Cfted to my opinion^" which is nearly ' 
the moft literal rendering df .the paffagie 
(though I would riot be underftood to lay 
much ftrefs on that circumftance) will,na^» 
turatly be con{):rued to mean that the ma« 
jority a<ftaally did make the objedrion, or 
that Juftin fufpedted they might m^ke it. 

When I Gonfider thefc circumftances, and 
alfo how apt all perfons are to make their 
own party more numerous than it really is^ 
I am inclined to think that even^ if the 
paifage might bear fuch a conftrudion as 
that Juftin meant to infinuate that the ma« 
JGfity were with him, yet that it would not 

t be 
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be the moft natural conftrudtion, or a fuf- 
ficient authority to conclude that fuch was 
the faft* I therefore think that, upon the 
whole, the paflage has all the appearance 
of an apology for an opinion different from 
that which in his time was commonly rc« 
ceivcd on the fubjeft. 

I am no doubt, influenced in my con«- 
ftruftion of this particuliar paflTage by the 
perfuafion that I have, from other inde« 
pendent evidence, that the unitarians were 
in fadt, the majority of chriftians in the 
time of Juftin; that he therefore knew this 
to be the cafe, and could not mean to in- 
finuate the contrary. Another perfon hav« 
ing a different perfuafion concerning the 
ftate of opinions in that age, will naturally 
be inclined to put a different conftruftion 
upon this pafTage, In this cafe I only 
wifh that he would fufpend his judgment 
till he has attended to my other arguments, 
and afterwards he may perhaps fee this 
paiTage in the fame light in which 1 do. 

The word y«^ I think, refers to natural 
defcent; and I therefore conclude that Juf^ 
tin here meant not chriflians in general, 

but 
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but Gentile chriftians in particular; bc- 
caufe, as he is oppofing the opinion con- 
cerning Chrift, which made him to be a 
man born of men ^ not to the dodlrine of the 
miraculous conception, but only to his pre- 
exiftence (though I think it probable, that 
moft, if not all, who believed in the fimple 
humanity iwtvQ alfo in that age believers in the 
nafural birth of Chrift) the only idea that he 
had in his mind, and to which he attended, 
was that oihisjimple humanity ^ and wc have 
pofitive evidence that this was the dodlrine 
of all the Jewifh chriftians, fo that he 
could not fpeak of fome of them holding 
it and others not. Whereas the Gentile 
chriftians were divided on that fubjcA; 
and fome of them, even later than this, viz. 
in the time of Origen, held that in the 
ftrideft fenfe of the expreflion, Jefus was 
a man born of man, being the fon of Jofeph 
as well as of Mary. I therefore think that 
Juftin meant the Gentile chriftians, omit- 
ting the Jewifh chriftians, whofe fentiments 
he might fuppofe to have been well known 
to the learned Jew, with whom he was 

con<> 
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.converfing. Jt was as if he had i^jtl, -J^j^t 
..only do :thofe chriftians \yho rare oi y^ttr 
srace, ^viz. Jew§, believe .Chrift. to be.a:Piorc 
fJBoan, born as , other jnen are, but.tbere.afe 
•alfo : fome of <>z/r r^src^, viz. Gentile ^^hrlf-* 
itian§,*v?ho hold the fame opinion. 

I fhall' conclude this article with.obierv- 
*ii>g,:that, without attending. to min.ute cfi^ 
fticifms, it is quite fufficient for niy puc* 
.pof?, ithat thefe ancient unitarian cbrif- 
«tians^ whether they held ^the miraQulp.i^s 
:.conception or not, whether they were Je^rs 
cr Gentiles, or whether Juftin meant ^jtp 
r^prefent them as ftriftly fpeaking the ffs^^r* 
jority of chriftians, or otherwife, wereiiQt 
trcated.by him as heretics. From this cir- 
cumftance alone, it may be concluded, that 
they were. very numerous, becaufe, ,whea- 
;.cver : vinritarians have not been very nu- 
;inerons, . and have not made a refpe<3:able 
figure. among ichriftjans, they have . alv^ays 
beea confidered with^ great abhorrence, and 
have been cut off from communion \yith 
ihofe of the orthodox perfuafion. 

With 
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With what rancour docs Eufcbius trcit 

•this clafs of chri()ians, both in. his Hiftory^ 

•and in his Trcatifc againft Marcellus df 

Ancyra, when wc know from Athanafios, 

-anfd other authorities, that they were at thit 

time very numerous (though among the 

Slower claflfcs of 'people) and probably in all 

parts of the chriftian world. 

'When thcfc things ate duly confidered. 
It can hardly be imagined but that, let this 
paffngc in Juftin be conftrued in any man- 
ner that the words can poflibly bear, it will 
be fufficiently to my purpofe, and authorize 
all the ufe that I have ever made of it. 
But I can very well fpare the paflfage al- 
together, thinking that I have evidence 
enough of my general pofition without it. 

If we confidcr the time in which Juftin 
wrote, viz. about A. D. 140, that is, about 
eighty years after the time of the apoftles, 
and compare it with the account that Ter* 
tullian and others give of the ftate of opi- 
nions among the Jews and Gentiles in 
their time, we can hardly doubt (whether 
Juftin confeflcs it or not) that the doc- 
trine of the fimple humanity .of Chrift 

muft 
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mull have been the prevailing one in his 
time. According to the ancient Fathers, 
the Jews, meaning the Jewifh chriftians, 
were fo fully perfuaded concerning the 
fimple humanity of their Meffiah, that the 
apoftles did not chufe to inform them, ex- 
cept in an indired manner, that Chrift 
was any thing more than a man, and the 
Gentiles were drawn by the Jews into the 
fame opinion ; and though John was fbp* 
pofed to fpeak more plainly, we find no 
efFedt from it. 

Since, therefore, it was only an indire<9: 
evidence of the divine or fuper-angelic nat- 
ture of Chrift, that the Jewifh chriftians 
(by whom the gofpel was communicated 
to the Gentiles) were ever favoured with ; 
can it be thought probable, fo highly avcrfe 
as the account itfelf ftates the Jews to 
have been to the idea of any fuper-human na- 
ture in Chrift, that they ihould, by their own 
reafoning alone on the fubjed:, have gene- 
rally abandoned their favourite dodtrinein io 
ihort a time as fourfcore years ? Or, if from 
fome moft unaccountable caufe, and with- 
out any perfon of great authority to lead 

them. 
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them to it (for no iueb autbority can- wo 
trace) they (hoold have abandoned their 
original and favourite doSrine, is it pro- 
baible that they would have been fo ex- 
tremely active and fucce&ful in the propa- 
gation of their new opinion, and wttbaF 
have found the Gentiles fo very pliant as 
to have been able to induce the generality 
of them to make the fame change, when at 
the fame time they are known to have had 
but little connexion, and indeed but little 
Fcfpeft for each other ? Is a period of 
eighty years naturally fufficient for thefe 
two fucceflive changes ? 

But if we take another well authenti- 
cated circumftance, we fhall be obliged to 
reduce this fliort fpace (too fhort as it al- 
ready is for the purpofe) to one ftill fhorter* 
Hegefippus, as explained by Valefius, in his 
notes on Eufebius*s ecclefiaftical hiftory, 
fays, that the church of Jerufalem con- 
tinued a virgin, or free from herefy, till 
the death of Simeon, who fuccecded James 
the Juft, that is, till the time of Trajan, 
or about the year 1 00, or perhaps 1 1 o, for 
his reign began A. D. 98, and ended A. D. 
Vol. III. U 117 
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I ly. Knowing, therefore, from other cir^ 
cumftances, what this purity of chriftiaii 
faith was, and what Hegefippus muft have 
known it to be, we have only the fpacc of 
forty, or perhaps, thirty years for fo great 
a change. So rapid at that particular pc^ 
rio4 muft have been that movement, which 
we find by experience to be naturally one 
gf the very floweft in the whole fyftem 
of nature, viz. the revolution of opinions 
in great bodies of men. Can it then be 
thought probable that, confidering the 
Jewifli and Gentile chriftians as one body, 
the generality of them fhould have aban<^' 
doned the dodtrine of the fimple humanity 
of Chrift, in the time of Juftin Martyr. 

On the contrary, it is certainly not at 
all improbable, that the more learned and 
philofophical of the chriftians, beginning 
to be afhamed of a crucified man for their 
faviour, and firmly believing the do<Srine 
of the pre-exiftence of all fouk^ and oF 
their defcent into human bodies, (hould^ 
have begun to fancy that Chrift mutt have 
had fome origin fuperior to that of other 
men, that this ftiould firft of all produce. ' 

the 
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the opinions of the Gnoftics, who thought 
that the Chrijl^ who came down from hea- 
ven, was quite diftindt from the man Jefus^ 
and felt nothing of his pains or forrows y or 
that thefe opinions being rejefted through 
the authority of the apoftles, the generality 
of chriftian teachers or bifliops (many of 
whom were educated in the Platonic fchool 
at Alexandria) fhould afterwards apply the 
Platonic dodtrine of the logos to the fame 
fubjedt, and that by their influence, opi- 
nions leading to the deification of Cbrijl 
fhould gradually gain ground among the 
conimon people. But this qiuft have been 
a work of time^ fo that the majority of 
chriftians could hardly have been infedted 
with thefe principles fo early as the time 
of Juflin Martyr. 

Irenaeus, who wrote forty years after Juf- 
tin, makes no mention of any Gentile uni- 
tarians, in his works againft herefy, but only 
of the Ebionites ^ and what he fiys of them 
is a very fmall proportion of the whole of 
his work. And almoft all the orthodox 
Fathers^ both before and after the council 

U2 of 
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of Nice, make laboured apologies for their 
feeming to teach the dodtrine of more Gods 
than one. This circumflance »s a fufficient 
indication that the trinitarians were then 
the minority, as their violence and info- 
knee afterwards fhows, that if they were 
not the major ity^ at lead they had the ad« 
vantage oi power in their favour. 

As the advocates for the doctrines of the 
prc-cxidencc and divinity of Chrift^ ad- 
vanced it with caution and with apology, 
as being fcnfible that they were not likely 
to be well received; fo, on the other hand, 
it appears that the unitarians did ezpref^ 
the grcatcil dread of them, as the introduc- 
tion of polytheifm. Several inftances of this 
have been produced already^ and others will 
appear in different connexions, efpecially 
when I (hall Hiow the zeal with which the 
ancient unitarians defended their tenets. Bat 
I fhall in this place introduce a few others. 

Origen lays, '* Uccaufe it is probable that 
** fomc will be ojjaidcd with our faying, that 
*' the 1' ather being called the only true God» 
*' there arc other gods betides him partaking 
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'* of his divinity*/' Novatian fpeaks of 
the unitarians as fcandalized at the dodtrine 
of the divini(5r of Chriftf/' And the 
ftate of things^ was not different about the 
time of the bouncil of Nice. Eufebiu«, ia 
his controveffy with Marcellus, fays, ^* If 
*^ they are afraid of making two Gods J.'* 
•• Some for fear of introducing a fecond 
^ God, make the Father and the Son the 
** fame|/' *« Marcellus, for fear of faying 
'* there are two Gods, denies the Son to be a 
'* feparalc perfon §.'* And again, "But you 

* A^^' VKti iiKOi 'Bpooito^ifStv rawi roif tifn/jLSvoii^ evog iJLWt eO^y^ns 

yw ruf fUhx?^ ru in yvt^^m. Comment . vol. 2. p. 47. 

f Sed quia oblu^ntes adverfus veritatem Temper hasre- 
tici fincene traditionis, et catholicae fidei controverfiam 
folent trabere, fcandalizati in cbriftum quod etigm deus 
et per fcripturas adferatur, et a nobis boc efle credatur, 
mertto a nobis, ut omnis a fide noftra auferri poffit hxre- 
tica calumnia^ de eo quod et deus fit Cbriftus, fic eft dif^ 
putandum, ut non impediat fcriptura veritatem Cap. 30. 
p. 115. 

% £< ^E ^cSw cuHoig E/iAcroif(, (Mfi 'mi apa 3i/o Beh^ cofayopBvtiv 3o{ai. 
Ec. Tbeol. lib. i. cap. ii. p. 69. 

II Of Je, (pcQa ts ioKziv itilk^ov ti<Ty\ytiaBai Sew, tov cujIcv uvm 
mcSizfa X; vioy opicrafievoit Ibid, cap, 3. p. 62. 

§ O fiev yap^ ^set ts /ttrj ivo Ben; eiTTtiv^ tw apvr]<nv th vm TBpH- 
CaV^Ttf, Wf vTToroffiv a^sJuv aJla. Ibid. cap. 10. p. 69. 

U 3 '* arc 
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^* are dreadfully afraid left you fhould be 
** obliged to acknowledge two hypoftafcs 
** of the Father and Son ♦." * 

In fhort, it appears that the ancient uni- 
tarians entertained the fame dread of the doc- 
trine of the divinity of Chrift, that the trini- 
tarians of this day do of that of his fimple 
humanity ; a proof that each of them had 
been brought up in the perfuaiion of the opi- 
nions they held, being the doctrine of their 
anceflorsy and of the apoflles. In this the 
ancient unitarians could not be miftaken, 
but the trinitarians of the prefent age may 
very well be fo. Whether, therefore^ wc ' 
confider the feelings of the unitarians^ or 
thofe of the trinitarians of the early ages, 
we perceive evident traces of the former 
maintaining an old opinion, and the latter 
a new one. 

loJti; 'Bfotl^oi ^ via tevai ofjLoT^oyavla^ £c. Theol. lib. 2. cap. 7* 
p. 109* 
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CHAPTER XV. 

ObjeSions to the preceding State of Things 

conjidered. 

^^TpHAT I may conceal nothing from my 
readers that can tend to throw any 
light on this fubjeft, I (hall fairly ftate 
every objection that I have yet met with, to 
any part of the evidence that I have pro- 
duced. 






S E C T I O N I. 

Of the Tejiimony ofEufebius to the Novelty of 
the Unitarian Do Sir int. 

TT is alledged by Eufebius, the hiftorian, 

or rather Caius (who is fuppofed to be 

the author that he quotes, and who, Pho- 

tius fays*, wrote The Little Labyrinth, 

* TouH Tivo; 'srpsffCulepH bv Ttifxn ^icQpiSovt®' ov foffi cwlaiM «} 
Tov hotSvfiv^ov* — *Vov T^vpiv^ov Tivtf fTny^ot^ov Ofiyiw^^ tiru Taut 
in troinfAa* Bib. fedt, 4S« p* 35* 

U 4 which 
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which is thought to be the work that Eu- 
febius copied from) is fo far from confirm- 
ing this account of the great antiquity of the 
unitarians, that he exprefsly afferts that 
they were a modern fedt. That this charge^ 
with the evidence, may be fairly before the 
reader, I fhall quote the paflage in which it 
is contained at full length. 

** Artemon made Chrift a mere man. 
They who hold this dodlrine pretend that 
it is very ancient ; for they fay that all 
the primitive chriftians, and the apoflles 
** thcmfelves, received and taught it, and 
" that the truth was preferved till the time 
** of Vidlor, the thirteenth bifhop of Rome 
*' from Peter, but that it was corrupted in 
** the time of his fucceflbr Vidtorinus. 
^* This might appear probable, if, in the 
** firft place, the facred fcriptures were not 
*' againft it j and if there were not writings 
'* of chriftians now extant, older than the 
" time of Vidlor, which they wrote againft 
'^ the heathens and againft hereiies. I meaq 
*' thofeof Juftin, Miltiades,Tatian, Clemens, 
** and many others, in all of which Chrift is 
^^ fpoken of as a God. Who is unacquainte4 

<* witl^ 
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** With the writings of Irenseus, Mclito, and 
** others, fpeakiog of Chrift as God and 
*• man ? How many pfalms and hymns alfo 
** are there, written by chriftians from the 
** beginning, in which Chrift is celebrated 

*^ as a God How were they not afhamed 

•* to fpeak thus falfely of Vi<3:or, knowing 
** very well that Victor excommunicated 
** Theodotus, the leader and father of that 
** God- denying herefy, who firft faid, that 
*• Chrift was a mere man */* 

♦ Tnv yap roi h^nT^fisvtfv cufso'iv ^i>m av^pawov yivea^ rc» 
0'aln^a ^ajxacrav 8 'srpo mo>J^ vBoolefiff^sio'av ii£uBumv • Ettsi^ 
(refJWUvBiv auhf a^ ov apxatav ot ravk^ vfieXov sianyiflM. ^cun yao 
rag fjf£v 'ffpolfpisg asiravla; t^ aukg ts; OTroroXsg vapBtyaifemt re t^ 
hii^»X!^^^ Tav7a, a vw hIoi hByncri * x^ TelvpYia-^at rvpf a>aikia» th 
to^uyfjuilog fux^i rav 0ifilofog xpovm^ a>^ nv rpuKcuiacdh^ avo IUJoh 
fv ^afjofi evtaitOTrog . avro 3k m iiaSbxn otula ZstpvpivH^ nsapouuxjx^ 
pax^ Tuv oO<Kfisiay . y]v Vav Tt/%av 'sriktvov to KByo/AsvcVy a /m] 'apcSJov 
fi£v ocvlmvTtlov euflotg ou ^eicu ypafcu * x) aie^jpav 3s rivav tn ypapt' 
fuSa tJpea^uls^a ran/ BaSopoi xi^ovm^ a Exiivoi zrpog ra iQvn vTtep n^ 
aXn^iia^^ ly nspo^ rag role atpBCsi; sypa^^/av . ^ry« is LtriVH lej MiX- 
TwfJk )y ToilLavH xj KMfieflo; ^ slBpuv isXeiovuv ev oi^ aitoun SeoAoysi- 
Iba }(jp^TO% . Ta yap "Eipnvais re xj Mex/)«vof }^ rav Xoittuv ri^ ay- 
voei pi€>daj ^eov »^ av^pb>7rov KaraPyehKovla rov Xf^TW ; -^0^4*01 3e 
0(701 x) wJou aJfiX^iMv a'TTapxi'^i ^'^0 'srirav ypafeiffai^ rov Xoyov rn Sea 
rov x^iTov vfjomffi ^eo>iOyiivlsi, Th); 3k hk ai^isvlai raJla Builopoi ^tot- 
'\a'^£vit(T^ai. oJtpiQu^ si^olsgy ^t Builap rov ffX£vlta ^Eodoiov rov apx;nyo9 
3^ mcOepa rai/lYH trti apvn7i9eH a^TnrauTia^^ a7reKvipt4i vn HotvomaSf 

nspoilQ9 
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In thefe pafTages we have an account of 
the claims of the ancient unitarians to the 
high antiquity of their dodrine. And it 
has been feen that, by the general acknow* 
ledgment of the Fathers, and of Eufebius 
himfelf, among the reft^ that the firft doc- 
trine that was taught by the apoftles, was 
that of the fimple humanity of Chrift ; and 
that his divinity was very little known till it 
was publifhed by John, after the death of 
the other apoftles. Eufebius, therefore, 
denying it in this cafe, is not at all to be re- 
garded, fince it is contrary to all other evi- 
dence, and alfo to the reafon of the thing, as 
I have abundantly proved, unlefs he had 
brought fome fufficient proof to counteract 
that evidence. What he has offered of this 
kind I fhall diftinftly confider, after I have 
produced a paiTage from Theodoret, in 
which he alfo mentions the claim of the 
unitarians to the antiquity of their dodtrine. 
'* Artemon," he fays, *' taught that Chrift 
** was a mere man, born of a virgin, and ex- 

rs^ov UTTovla 4^Aov av^puTrov rov xp^rw; u yap Baffuf Mat aJIsi 
}il(i)i efpoi'ei u^ n rslav iiiaffKsi p>aafvifjuaj ^srag av of^eSa?^ deoiohp 
TQV TYt$ aipBasttf Tavlvi^ wpzhtv. Hift. lib. 5. cap. 28. p. 252* 

2 y celling 
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^« celling the prophets iA virtue. This, he 
** fays, the apoftles taught, perverting the 
" fenfe of the facred fcriptures, but that 
** thofe who came after them made a God of 
" Chrift, who was not God*." It appears 
alfo from Eufebius's anfwer to Marccllus, 
that he alfo charged his opponents with 
holding a new dodlrine, and fcrupkd not to 
call that dodrine Aere^ •[. 

The firft argument of Eufebius is, that 
the facred fcriptures are againft the unita- 
rians. This, however, is a matter of opi^ 
ntoriy in which he might be, and I doubt not 
was, miftaken. He then mentions the 
writings of fome perfons who held the doc- 
trines of the pre-exiftence and divinity of 
Chrift, viz. Juftin, Miltiades, Tatian, and 

* Tov h twpiov lr\(nv xp^rov av^paTtov eitts 4/iXov, a wap^evn yS" 
yewifjisvov^ Tm Je wf o^>i7wv apik xpsirlova , raula is ^ T»f a'proroxtt^ 
BXBye Msxnpi/x^voUf laapipfirfveuav tojv ^Eiav ypa/puv mv iiavoiaVi rng 
Je /asI iKEivas ^sty^oyrfTca rev xp^rcv^ ok ojlla Sew. Hxr. Fab. lib. 2. 
cap. 4. Opera, vol. 4. p. 220. 

"I* ^iXov yap K^ ra av^pamva Xoya ofjLOiWf sxn h utw a$i&tt^ 

tim ETTivoeurhav wv aipiciv^ &c. Contra Marcellunij lib. i. 
p. 19. 

Clemens. 
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Clemens. But of thefc Juftin was the 
oldefl:^ and it is not denied that he did hold 
thofe dodlrines, being probably the firft 
who advanced them. Who the Clemens 
is that he mentions, he does not fay^ but 
had it been Clemens Romanus, it is pro- 
bable that he would have placed him firft, 
the reft being named in the order of time in 
which they flourifhed ; and befides, there 
is nothing in the epiftle of Clemens that 
is in the leaft favourable to thofe doftrines. 
Confequently, it muft have been Clemens 
Alexandrinus that he intended, and there- 
fore the higheft antiquity of the doArine 
of the divinity of Chrift that Eufebius 
could prove, is that of Juftin. 

Pearfon makes no difficulty of contra- 
diding Eufebius in this cafe. His oppo-^ 
nent, Mr. Daille, having faid, if that ac^ 
count be true^ he replies, " He knew very 
•* well that, ftriftly fpeaking, it was not 
*' true ; for he knew many others, long 
^^ before Theodotus, and not a few even 
** before Ignatius, who taught the fame 
** herefy, a catalogue of whom may be feen 

'• in 
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** in Epiphanius *," and whom he proceeds 
to mention. 

Eufebius*s reply to Marcellus^s charge 
of novelty is equally unfatisfadtory, as he 
only, in a general way, refers to writings 
older than thofe of Origen^ in all which he 
fays he found tlie fame faith -f*. 

As to the hymns ufed by chriftians, and 
faid by Eufebius to have been from the be" 
ginning, no inference can be fafely drawa 
from them, becaufe divinity may be afcribed 
to perfons in very dififerent fenfes, and fome 
of them very innocent ones, efpeqially ia 

* Theodotum novifle rurfus perncgo. Dallaeus ipfe 
dubi tranter haec proponit, fi vera funt, inquit, qua Caijis, 
five aliusapud Eufebium fcniptor vetuftiffimus dicit, Theio- 
dotum fcilicet primum aiieruifle ChriAum (uilk nudum 
hominem ; ipfe enim optime novit haec, fi ftrifte fuman- 
tur, vera non efTe : novit alios quamplurimos diu ante 
Theodotum, non paucos etiam ante Ignatium, eandem 
baerefin promuIgafTe, quorum catalogus apud Epiphanium 
legitur. Vindicia?, lib. 2. cap. 2. p. 24. 

a-iaruioi; avyy^aqjuxdiv Mux?^ot^ zmoTioTrmi re koi auvoiay emTdXou^^ 
TffPOTTotT^ai y^apSKToug, 5i m Eig xai aulog mg wrEwj X^s^P"^ 

ai^striv uTTo tuv ^iaSa>^f^f4£vm. Contra Marcellum> lib. !•. 
p. 20. 

the 
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the language of poetry ; and as to the an- 
tiquity of thefe hymns, as the hiflorian has 
not mentioned the age of them, it is very 
poflible, for any thing that appears to the '. 
contrary, that they might have been thofe 
very hymns which were reje(3:ed by Paulus 
Samofateniis on account of their novelty. 

It is likewife alledged, that Pliny fays, 
that '' the chriftians on a certain day, before 
<« it was light, met to fing a hymn to Chrift 
*« as to God (or a God) *." But as to this 
writer, if he had been told that hymns were 
fung by chriftians in honour of Chrift,' 
being himfelf a heathen, he would natu- 
rally imagine that they were fuch hymns 
as had been compofed in honour of the 
heathen gods, who had been men. He 
would be far from concluding from that 
circumftance, that Chrift: was confidered 
by his followers either as the fupreme God^ 
or as a pre-exiftent fpirit, the maker of the- 
world under God. 

* Affirmabant autem hanc fuifle fummam vel culpa? fuse, 
vel crroris, quod effent foliti ftato die, ante luct:m con-- 
veaire; caraicnqucCUiifto,quafi deo, dicere. Ej'ift. 97. 

SEC- 
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SECTION II. 

Of the Excommunication ofTheodotus by ViBlor. 

npHE argument that is urged with the. 

moft plaufibility againft the antiquity 

of the unitarian dodlrine, is that which is 

drawn from the excommunication of Theo- 

■ 

dotus, by Vidlor, biftiop of Rome, about 
the year 200 ; as it may be faid, that this 
bifhop, violent as he was, would not have 
proceeded to the public excommunication 
of a man whofe opinions were not gene- 
rally obnoxious. 

I wifh that we had a few more particu- 
lars concerning this excommunication of 
Theodotus, as it is the firft of the kind 
that is mentioned in hiftory. It is to be 
obferved, that it is not Caius, the writer 
quoted by Eufebius, who fays that he was 
excommunicated on account of his being 
an unitarian, but Eufebiiis himfelf *; fo that, 

* H^-ov 3c 8T01 ayjpdn 0£o3b7{f to crnsvleu; fAoMcu^ T8 Tg^uls im 
fii?do^og a; efw, t» to7« M^hotch, Hift. lib* 5. cap. 2 !• p. 253^ 

confiderin^ 
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confidering the writer's prejudices, there 
may be fome room to doubt^ whether he 
nvas excommunicated on that account. 

The unitarians, it has been fcen, (aid that 
Vidlor favoured their doftrine, and this we 
find aiTcrted in the Appendix to TertnU 
lian*s Trcatife, De Prafcriptione^ which^ 
whether written by Tcrtullian himfelf, or 
not, is probably as good an authority at 
that of Eufcbius. He fays that, after the 
two Theodotus's, ^* Praxeas introduced his 

< hercfy into Rome, which Victorinus en* 
« deavourcd to Arcngthcn. He faid that 

• Jcfus Chrill was God the Father omni- 

* potent, that he was cruciiicd, fuffcred, 

< and died, &c.*" Vidorinus, in this 
paflagc, Beaufuhrc fays -{-, it is agreed, (hould 
be Vidtor, and it cannot be fuppofed, that 
he would have patronized in Praxeas the 
fame dodtrine for which lie had before ex- 
communicated Theodotus. The probabi- 

* Scd pod has omnL-b ctiam Praxeas quiJom harrefin 
iiitrcxiuxit. quam VicU<:inus corrul>orarc curavic. Ilk 
dcum )Mcrcm omnipoccntcm JcTuin Chntlum cflc dicit* 
htinc crucitixuni pairumque contcnJzC cc mortuuiii. Ad 
Fint-m, p. ■.•23. 

•\ llin>irc Jj M^niLliLifmc, vol. 1. p- 533. 
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lity, therefore, is, that Theddotus was ex- 
communicated on fome other account than 
that of his being an unitarian. 

Theodotus having been excommunicated 
as an unitarian, is not confiflent with that 
gcperal prevalence of the unitarian doftrine 
in the time of Tertullian (which was alfo 
that of Viftor) which we have feen that 
Tertullian exprefsly aflerts. - However, the 
account of Eufcbius, though improbable, 
may be admitted without denying that of 
Tertullian, when the circumftances attend- 
ing them are duly confidered. 

Tertullian lived in Africa, where there 
feems to have been a greater inclination for 
the unitarian doftrine than there was at 
Rome; as we may colledt from the re- 
markable popularity of Sabellius in that 
country, and other circumftances. Atha- 
nafius alfo, who complains of many per- 
fons of low underftanding favouring thje 
fame principle, vvas of the fame country, 
refiding chiefly in Egypt ; though he had 
feen a great part of the chriftian world, 
and was, no daubt, well acquainted with 
the ftate of it. 

Vol. III. X We 
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We fliould likcwifc confider the pecu- 
liarly violent charadler of Viiftor, who was 
capable of doing what few ether perfons 
would have attempted ; being the fame 
pcrfon who excommunicated all the eaftern 
churches, becaufe they did not obfcrve 
Eafter at the fame time that the weftern 
churches did, for which he was much cen- 
fured by many bifhops, even in the weft. 

Such an excommunication as this of 
Thcodotus was by no means the fame thing 
with cutting a perfon off from communion 
with any particular church, with which 
he had been ufed to communicate. Theo- 
dotus was a ftranger at Rome, and it is 
very poflible that the body of the chriftian 
church in that city did not intereft them- 
felves in the affair ; the bifhop and his 
clergy only approving of it. For I readily 
grant that, though there were fome learned 
unitarians in all the early ages of chriftia- 
n'lty, the majority of the clergy were not fo. 
Theodotus, befides being a ftranger at 
Rome, was a man of fcience, and is faid 
by the unitarians to have been well re- 
ceived by Vidor at firft i fo that it is very 

poiIibl» 
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poffible that the latter might have been 
inftigated to what he did by fome quarrel 
between them, of which we have no ac- 
count. 

Upon the whole, therefore, though Vic- 
tor excommunicated this Theodotus, who 
was a ftranger, and had, perhaps, madt 
himfelf confpicuous, fo as to have givea 
fome caufe of umbrage or jealoufy to him, 
it is very poffible that a great proportioa 
of the lower kind of people, who made no. 
noife or difturbancc, might continue in 
communion with that church, though they 
were known to be unitarians. 

There is no inltance, I believe, of any 
perfon having been excommunicated for 
being an unitarian before Theodotus.— 
Whereas, had the univerfal church been 
trinitarian from the beginning, would not 
the firft unitarians, the firft broachers of a 
doctrine fo exceedingly ofFenfive to them, 
as in all ages it has evfer been, have expe- 
rienced their utmofl indignation, and have 
been expelled from all chriftian focieties 
with horror. 

X 2 SEC- 
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SECTION III. 

Of the Part taken by the Laity in the JBx- 
communication of the early Unitarians^ and 
other Conjiderations relating to the Subje&^. 

T T is particularly remarkable, that wq 
read of none of the laity having been 
excommunicated on account of their uni- 
tarian principles, which they were well 
known to hold. And whenever any of the 
bifhops were depofed on this account, it is 
alfo remarkable, that the common people 
appear to have been their friends. None of 
the laity were excommunicated along with 
Noetus, about A. D. 220, with Sabellius» 
about A. D. 255. (See Lardner's Credibii^ 
lity, vol. 4. p. 593*) Paulus Samofatenfis^ 
A. D. 269, or Photinus, A. D. 344, &c. 
After the bifhops had depofed Paulus Sa« 
mofatenfis, it is obfervable, that only fix- 
teen figned the condemnation (Eufebii, 
Hift. lib. 7. cap. 30. p. 359) and he could 
not be expelled from the epifcopal houfe 
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till the aid of the emperor Aurelian was 
called in ; and he may be fuppofed to have 
been offended a^ him for his having been in 
the intereft of his rival Zenobia. This 
could not have been necefTary, if the majo- 
rity of his people had not been with him, 
and therefore, if his depofition had not, in 
faft, been unjuft. 

Befides, the profecution of Pairlus Samo^ 
fetenfis, as Dr. Lardner has obfcrved, was 
vehemently urged by his prefbyter, Mai* 
chion,*who had a quarrel with hinu Hav- 
ing ' been difobliged, he could not be fatif* 
iied till he was depofed. Credibility, voL 
4. p. 624. '* He wrote, fays Jorom, the 
** large epiftle in the name t)f the coun- 
^* cil. Paul had many friends and admi- 
.** rers among the bifliops and prelbyters 
^^ of the neighbouring churches and vil- 
^* lages, and was much beloved and ad- 
^* mired by others/' Ibid, p. 640. He 
could not be expelled in the firfl council^ 
in 264, when Firmilian of Cappadocia and 
Gregory of Neocaefarea were prefent ; and 
Firmilian was dead at the time of the ie-p 
COnd co\3|icU, in q.6() or 270. Ibid. p. 534* 

X3 Dr, 
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Dr. Lardner's account of Paulus Samofaten- 

fis, is as follows : 

** As we have not now before us any of 

** Paul's writings, and have his hidory 

" from adverfaries only, we cannot propofe 

*' to judge diftinilly of his talents, nor draw 

•* his charadter at length. However, from 

** the feveral particulars before put down, 

** and colleded from divers authors, .fome 

** things may be concluded. And I apprc-' 

" hend that, laying afide for the prej&nt the 

** confideration of his heterodoxy, we fliall 

*^ not miftake much if we conceive of him 

*' after this manner. He had a great mind, 

** with a mixture of haughtincfs, and too 
^^ much aifedtion for human applaufe. He 

** was generally well refpedled in his dio- 
*' cefe, and by the neighbouring bifhops, 
" in efteem with the great, and beloved by 
** the common people. He preached fre- 
** quently, and was a good fpcakcr. And 
** from what is faid by the Fathers of the 
•^ council, of his rejecting, or laying afide, 
** fome hymns, as modern, and compofed by ' 
** moderns, it may be argued, that he was a 
" critic, virhich is a valuable accoinplifh-^ 

** ment 
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** ment at all times, efpecially when un- 
^* common." Ibid. p. 644. 

He adds, in a note, ** A Teamed writer 
*' among the moderns (viz. Gamier) whom 
" I did not think of when I drew the above 
*^ cljarader, confirms almoft every part of it, 
** For he allows Paul to have pofTcfled the 
** third fee in the church, and to have had 
*^ the patronage of a great princefs, aa ap- 
** pearancc of piety, reputation for learning, 
" flowing eloquence, and the favour of the 
'' multitude.'* 

As to Photinus, he was fo popular in his 
diocefe, that his folemn depofition by two 
councils, could not remove him from his 
fee. '' He defended himfelf," fays Tele- 
mont (Hift. of tfie Arians, vol, i. p. 116.) 
** againft the authority of the church, by 
" the aflfeftion which his people had for 
" him, even to the year 351, though his 
•* herefy began to appear as early as 342, or 
** 343, according to Socrates ; and the Eu» 
** febians condemned it in'one of their con- 
" feflions of faith, in 345/* At length the 
Emperor Conflantius, a zealous Arian» 
thought it neceifary to interfere^ and to get 

X4 him 
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him banifhed, in a council held at Sirioiium 
itfclf. Had the body of chriftians in thofe 
times been generally trinitarians, the com-^ 
mon people would, no doubt, have been 
ready enough to take an adtive part againfik 
their heretical blfliops. 

As to Eufebius charging heretics with 
teaching new doSlrinesy he is remarkably in- 
accurate and inconfiftent with himfelf in 
that refpedt, and fo, indeed, are all the other 
cccleiiaftical hiftorians. No unitarian is 
mentioned, but he is. faid to have been the. 
jirji to have taught the unitarian doctrine. 
This language is held even with refpeft to 
Photinus, the very laft of the celebrated uni- 
tarians. But it is poflible, as I have obferv- 
ed before, that by novelty thefe Writers 
might fometimes mean nothing 'more than 
herefy. 

The charge of teaching the unitarian doc- 
trine as a novelty, is firfl: advanced againft 
Beryllus, bifliop of Boftra in Araliii, Who, 
perhaps, was the firft who wrote in de- 
fence of the doArine, that oi the divinir 
ty of Chrift beginning at that timie 'fq 

be prevalent. Eufebius fays of ififrnV 'tiia^ 

*''■''" "^ 2 " "• " V he 
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•^ hfe introduced things fietv Ond Jtrange td 
** the catholic faith ; having dared to affert, 
^^ that oiir L6rd and Saviour did not pre- 
^' cxift in his own diftinfl: perfon before his 
*'* incarnation, that he had no proper divi- 
*• nity of his own, but that of the Father 
** only abiding in him */' 

Sdzomen alfo fays, that Marcellus intro- 
duced a new doftrine, that *' the Son of 

God had his beginning with his birth of 
^' Mary ;" and yet, in the fame fedion, he 
iays of him, that he adopted the opinion of 
i^aulus Samofatenfis -f*. 

The fame writer calls Photinus the in^ 
troducer of a new herefy, when, in the fame 
chapter, he fays, that he held the fame opi* 

*aireag isa^£ia^t^tiy iTrtipoOo ' tov atohipa t^ kv^iov nfjLav Xry£/v ro>^m' 
fjoi ispTiCpiravM koI^ liiav aatcz^ nBt^iypa^nv^ *apo Tng eig my^fcoTrsg 
tTTtSvifMag^ fAr]h fAn» BeMlcc i^icxif sx^iy^ cx?^ E/jLTroTJlsuofXBvriv aula /Jibvwf 
Twara^fMwjv. Hift. lib. 6. cap. 33. p. 297. 

•j- Ev ?£ TO) To7e )^ MafkB>Xov Ar/Kupaq iirummov rvig F^^aflwi-jj 
«j kauvuv ^oyfjutlojv sKnrynlnv^ itj tov vtov rs ^sog '}\2yovla m mexptatg 
iw'^ocp'xwf fiXrjpEVfii.— -Fij mv riayXs th Tc^(To3sag cJwiAwSjf 



hiav. Hift. lib. 2. cap. 33. p. 91, 92. 
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nion with Sabelllus and Paulus Samofa- 
tenfis *. 

Photinus is alfo charged with being the 
author of his own opinion by Socrates \ j 
and yet he had before mentioned him as a 

« 

difciple of Marccllus J. 

As to the general teflimony of Eufebius, 
and other writers, who were themfelves be- 
lievers in the pre-exiflence and divinity 
of Chrift, that the primitive church was 
orthodox in their fenfe of the word, it 
is not, as I faid, to be regarded, unlefs 
they bring feme fufficient proofs of their 
affertion. They were, no doubt, willing to 
have it thought fo, and, without confidering 
it very particularly, might prefume that it 
was fo. But the fads which they them- 

* H3>i flTfcTffov wm^ aipsasa^ eicrfpfini ytvo/upo^* — SI4 ra 2af- 
Ce^M8 ^ Ilai/Tuf TH TofM^cOeui fpomla* Hift. lib* 4. cap. 6^ 

"I* Toit Svf K) ^iJTEivoi rmg exsi enkkn^iag vpoirtdttu '^ '99pvi^ 
ft^evavla ioypuz ^cxvspuis^ov sieOpuTO^tt. Hift. vol. 2. p. 123* 

X ^(i^uvog yap Tm ifui itoi^aivnm tj^oeragj ysvo^ ti}$ fUMpa^ Fo^o. 
rtuf^ Mapxt>J^ re ns Kadnpnfievtt fAaMfi^j cutoKaOov ru XianaXUt 
i'lXov avhptnTCQv^ rov vio9 tSoy/Mimas, Hift. lib* 2. Cap* 29* 
p. 98. 

felvea 
i 
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fclvcs record, and the account which they 
^ive of the apoftlcs in divulging the ortho- 
dox doftrine with fo much caution, make 
it impoflible to have been as, in general 
terms, they aflert. I am even furprized that 
any perfon (hould lay the leaft ftrefs on ^he 
mere affertion of a writer in this cafe, 
when it is fo common for men to repre- 
ifent the opinions of thofe whofe authority 
they know to be great, as being the fame 
with their own. Every man fhould be 
heard with caution in fuch a cafe, and what 
he fays on one occafion, fhould be com- 
pared with what he fays on another, and 
efpecially with what he drops, as it were, 
accidently, and when he was off his guard* 
This may certainly be faid in favour of 
the unitarians, that they did not contradidt 
themfclves on this fubjeft, but uniformly 
maintained, that theirs was the ancient 
dodtrine, tranfmitted to them from the apof- 
tles ; whereas Eufebius manifeftly contra- 
dI6ls himfelf. He certainly knew that 
Juftin Martyr had not only mentioned uni- 
tarians, as exifling in his time, but had 
alfo treated them with much refpeft ; and 

to 
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to fay nothing of his own teflimony, to 
the apoftle John having been the firft who 
taught with clearnefs, and confequently 
with cfTeft, the doftrinc of the divinity of 
Chrift ; he himfelf fpeaks of the Ebionites 
as coteniporary with Cerinthus, who by hit 
own account lived in the time of the apof« 
tic Joh:i'\ 

That Eufcbius fliould take fo violent t 
part, as he always does, againft the ancient 
unitarians, is not difficult to be accounted 
for. He was himfelf ftrongly fufpcd'cd of 
Arianifm, at a time in which the Athahafian 
dodrine was prevalent, and though a learned 
man, he was not of the firmeft tone of mind. 
In thefe circumftances, he would naturally 
make the moft of fuch pretenfions to.or«- 
thodoxy as he had, and would be inclined 
to (hew his zeal by invedtives againft thofe 
who were more heretical than himfelf. 
This we fee illuftrated every day. This 
was the caufe why many of the Reformers 
from popery joined with the papifts, in the 
perfecution of thofe who were defirous of 
frarrying the reformation farther than theni- 

* Hift. lib. 3. cap. 27, 28, p. i2i;j &c. 

felves, 
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felves. This might, in fome meafure, con- 
tribute to produce the zeal of the Calviniftt 
againft the Arminians, that of the Armi- 
nians againft the Arians, that of the Arians 
againft the Socinians, and that of Socinus 
himfelf againft Francis David. 

It may be faid, that if the great majority 
of chriftians in early times were unitarians, 
why did they not excommunicate the inno;* 
vating trinitarians. I anfwer, that th^ 
dodtrine of the trinity, was not, in its ori- 
gin, fuch as could give mpch ^larmj as | 
have already explained ; and i( was aQ| obr 
truded upon the common people as an zx^^ 
tide of faith neceflfary to their felvatiom, 
or indeed as a thing which th^y were at 2^\ 
concerned to know. And beforie )t bcjcam^ 
very formidable, there was e -great majority 
of the learned and philofophizing .|:lergy 
on its fide. However, that it did give very 
great alarm, as it began to unfpld* itfelf^ 
I have produced the moft undeaiable evi? 
dencc. 
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CHAPTER XVL 

Of the State of the Unitarian Do^rine after 

the Council of Nice » 

^T^ HAT the unitarians conftituted the 
great body of chriftians till the time 
of Juftin Martyr, and that they were the 
majority at leaft of the common people till 
about the time of the council of Nice, has, 
I prefume, been proved to as much fatif- 
fadtion as the circumftances of the cafe 
could be expected to admit. There is- 
every reafon to belidve that it was to a 
priori y 2l great number of circumftances, 
applied by the cleareft axioms of hiftori- 
cal criticifm, (hew that it muJih'jLVc been fo. 
And there is likewife the Arongcfi pq^tive 
iejlimony to the faft, from fome of the moft 
confiderable chriftian writers. The uni- 
tarians were the major pars credentium^ in. 

the^ 
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the time of TertulHan, they were the ^ 
wx>iS®-, the multitude 9 and the ta w?^, the tnul^ 
titudes of Origen, and the oitsot^ij the many 
of Athanafius. 

According to Eutychius, who is faid to 
have compiled his annals frotn the archives 
of the church of Alexandria, there muft have 
been more unitarian biftiops than the Greek 
hiftorians give us any account of. He fays, 
that ** there were two thoufand and forty 
*' eight bifhops affembled at the council 
** of Nice, fome of whom were Sabellians, 
** who believed that Chrift had no being 
** before he was born of the virgin ; others 
** faying that God was one fubftance called 
** by three names, but; not believing in th$ 
•' word, or the Holy Spirit, which/* he 
fays, ** was the opinion of Paulus Samofa- 
^* tenfis ; and that Conftantine having heard 
** their opinions, but approving of that of 
^* three hundred and eighteen, who held 
the fame doftrine, he appointed them to 
meet in a large room, and gave them, 
*' power to naake decrees.'' The fame 
account Scldeji, the publiflier of Euty- 

cbius. 



€€ 



320 7be Gentile Cbrifilans Book III. 

chilis, found in an Arabian and chrif* 
tian writer, named Jofeph, and alfo in 
a celebrated Mahometan hiftorian, Ifmad 
£bn Ali. 

This account, though feemingly very 
different from that of the other ecclefiaftical 
hiflorians, Ueaufobre thinks may be recon« 
ciled with it, if it be fuppofed that the 
bifhops of villages, prefbyters, and thofe who 
were deemed heretical, were not allowed to 
have a feat with the reft^. Wormius, he 
obfcrves, fays that no fc£tary was allowed to 
give his opinion in that council -f-. 

* Hiftoirc dc Manicheirmc, vol. I. p. 531. 

i Mittens cr^oCunftantinusrcx in omnvs paiCm rcgicwt 
patriauliasi ct rpifcopos convocavit, adco uc poll anou^p 
ec duos n'.ciifLS, Niccac cotivcnircnt bis millc quaJn* 
giiita oclu c-pifcopi. fcntrntiis ct rdigionibus tnt:r Tc Jif- 

crcpantcs. I'.rant qui diccrcnt chridum a pat re c Ac, 

inllar flammx ignis qux ah ignc Aimmante d^peiiJcrcl« 
nee priurcm liiiniiujcrc p>(lwTij:is ab iplo jL'rivaiiancm. 
Krat quj hx'C S.i:».:l!ii ct iifljJlarum ipfius fententta. 
Alii chriflum honu'u*m fuiflc a divini:.ttc erratum rjurdcm 
cum noHr'nn alh]iK) l'tiDlhnti.T, tili.quc principiun a 
Maria fuilVc, ipiuniquc elect um qui fubtlanti^ liunuuim 
liberator clTct, cgnucanlc ipfum gr.t:u divina, et in ipfo 



*\ 
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That the unitarians were exceedingly 
tiumerous ia the tirrie of Athanafius, or not 
long before it, efpecially in Africa, is evident 
from his complaints on the fubjedt. He 
fays that '* in Pentapolis of Upper Lybia, 

per amorem et voluntatem habitante, ideoque appella* 
tum fuifTe filium del. Dicentes etianl deum fubflantiain 
unam effe, et perfonam imam quae tribus nominibus appella- 
tur, nee in verbum, neC in fpiritum fanftum credentes : erat 
baec fententia Pauli Samofateni patriarchae Antiochaeniy 
ejufque fbftatorum qui Pauliciani audiunt. — Alii (denique) 
afferuerunt divinitatem Chrifti; quae Pauli apoftoli fenten- 
tia eft, nee non epifcoporum trecentorum et oflodecim. 
auditis ipforum fententiis miratus eft Conftantinys rex 
banc difcrepantiam, domoque ipfis fepofita in qualoca 
ipfis paravit, difputationes ipfos habere juffit, ut perfpe<Slo 
apud quern vera effet fides, ipfum fequeretur. Illi ergo 
tercentum et ofkodecim in unam fidem, unamque fen- 
tentiam confenferunt, cumque reliquis qui litem ipfis 
movei*unt difputantes, illis argumentis fuis fiiperiores eva- 
ferunt fidemque veram declararunt : reliqui autem epif. 
copi fententiis et religionibus inter fe diverfi fuerunt; 
Rex ergo trecentis et o£iodecim epifcopis iftis loco quo- 
dam proprio et amplo parato, ipfe in eorum medio 
confedit, acceptaque, annulum, gladium et fceptrunji 
fuum ipfis tradidit, dicens ipfis, vobis hodie in imperium 
meum poteftatem conceffi, ut in eo faciatis quicquid fa- 
cere vobis expedit eorum quae ad rcligionem rite ftabilien- 
jdam et fidelium commodum fpeiStant. Selden's Euty- 
chius, p. 439, 44a. 443, 444. 

Vol. III. Y •* fomc 
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** fome of the bifliops embraced the doc- 
** trine of Sabellius, and prevailed fo much, 
** that the Son of God was hardly preached 
** in the churches *•" 



1 



SECTION I. 

Of the Stat0 of the Unitarians from the 
Time of the Council of Nice^ to the Sixth 
Century. 

NOW proceed to mention the traces I 
have found of unitarians after the coun- 
cil of Nice. And notwithftanding their 
numbers certainly kept decreafing, owing 
f o the prevalence of the trinitarian and Arian 
dodlrines, each in their turns favoured by 
the civil powers (which it is remarkable, 
the unitarian dodtrine never was in any age 
or country) it appears from circumftances, 
that the unitarians were in confiderable num- 
bers, fome holding feparate aflemblies, but 

*" Ev,n£v7a9roXe« Trig ova At^wjj mvueavla rsvsg rw eTTiffMOTna 

isiv fAYifiili ev Toug 2x)t:knffiaig Mn^vrlea'^ai rov vm ts ^cs* De Sen* 
tentia Dionyfii, Opera, vol. i. p. 55a* 

many 
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many more concealed in the great body of 
chriftians, and joining their public worfhip. 

It is highly probable that, even long after 
the doctrine of the divinity of Chrift was 
eftablifhed by councils, and the decreea of 
emperors, many of the common people were 
well known to believe nothing of the mat^ 
ter ; and yet, if they made no difturbance, 
and did not think proper to feparate them* 
felves from the communion of the ortho- 
dox biihops, who were not authorized to 
propofe any teft to them, they were not 
excommunicated. In £i6t, they were con- 
fidered by the more learned as fimplc 
ignorant people, who acquiefced in the 
do(3:rine of the humanity of Chrift, becauic 
they were incapable of comprehending that 
of his divinity, and the fublime dodtrine of 
three perfons in one God. This circum- 
fiance, together with there being no diftin* 
guiftied writers among them, and alfo their 
being mixed and confounded with other feds, 
accounts for our hearing fo little of them* 

Many of the Montanifts, befides Praxeas, 
againft whom Tertullian wrote, were pro- ' 
bably unitarians. Jerom reprefents the 

Y 2 ' Montanifts 
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Montanifts in general, as ** differing from 
** the orthodox in the rule of faith, and 
•* agreeing with the Sabellians*/' 

Sandius fays, that Noetus was faid by 
fome. to have been the difciple of the Mon- 
tanifts ^f-. According to Socrates, Eufebius 
faid that they who difliked the term con-- 
fuhjlantial at the council of Nice, charged 
their adverfaries with favouring the fenti- 
ments of Sabellius and Montanus J." 

Nicephorus obferves, that ** Some Mon- 
*' tanifts were Sabellians/' He alfo ex- 
prefsly fays, that ** they denied the per- 
** fonal exiftencc of the Son, and that he 
«* was confubftantial with the Father jl.'* 

* Primum in fidei regula difcrepamus. Nos patrem, ct 
Jilium, et fpiritum fanftum in fua unumquemque perfona 
ponimus, licet fubflantia copulemus : illi, Sabellii dogma 
fe£lantes, trinitatem in unius perfonx angufttas cogunt. 
Ad Marcellum, Opera, vol, i. p. 414. 

+ Hift. p. 97. 

Mcv?av8 h%oGf Bt(my£t<r^ai aJlnv m^ is^Qaiix^iJLEfSi svofu(ov • ^ iia 
tSo Tn; P^^ta-pYifAng^ ekccXhv, a; ccvai^tsvlag mv VTra^^iv ts w» to Sa • 
Ct h isaO^v Tu ofAosjia 'SupocruBifASVOi ^ohi^iav Biaaym nt^ Hips^ 
vofu^ovlsg^ (og sT^vurfJtov £iaayovla$y e^ilftTTCvlo, Hift* lib. I . cap. 
23. p. 57. 

II Oi fjisv yap ro Ofioaaiw ym tJfOCiSfjLBvoij 3b{ay bcx^ '^^ Moy- 
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Zonaras alfo fays, that ** Montanus, befides 
** maintaining that himfclf was the pam^ 
" clete, confounded the whole trinity, con- 
** trading it into one perfon */'- Laftlyt 
Harmenopulus, in his account of fe^s, fayp 
exprefsly, that the difciples of Montsinqp 
reduced the holy trinity to one p^ffon^f*. 
Upon the whole, therefore, thpugh Ter- 
tullian was a Montanift, ^nd no unitarian, it 
may be concluded, that the prevailing fenti- 
ments of thofe who went by that name 
were unitarian. Sabellius himfdf is faid 
by Nicephorus, to have learned his dpc^ 
trine from fome of the Montanifls J. Ac^- 
cording to the author of the Appepdix tp 
lo Tertullian's Treatife De Praefcriptione^ 
they ware only thofe Moptanilh who fol^ 

exox^v A); mv TJt M« uTTopbif a¥cSf€^o^f Hift. li)}. 8* cap. 4 £• 
p. 637. 

^ Km £^ £v vpoffmvov rnv aytoai r^oia ^umfm t^ cuvtx^^ 
Canones, p. 78* 

\ Oi. 98fi Tov Malkam » ' ti s & v^omw tv ayua (nmtipm* 
'ks Tpiaia )y TO 'saffXpL iierfepov. Harmenopulus de Seftis. 
X Tiveg 3e tw e| ai^, ^ urefov rag rpitg rtig $faWoj woiwaBig 
iv Eivai sibiairav * rev caJlov Tssyall^ sivcu x^ mcO^a )^ vm ^ oyiov 
*m2VfML ' si o)V fouTi Mcu TOV AiQu9 Xai£>J4ov^ ras rrig cug£^c5g 
a^Xf^i tHTFo^uro^r^Mp Hift* yoI. 1 1 p* 319. 

Y3 lowed 
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lowed ^fchines, who were unitarians, while 
thofe who followed Proclus were not fo*» 

The Donatifts, alfo, who did not fepa* 

■ 

rate from the church on this fubjed, are 
yet faid to have been afterwards heretical 
with rcfpedt to the trinity •f*; 

Jerom fays, that Donatus himfelf wrote 
a book concerning the Holy Spirit agreeable 
to the Arian dodrine %^ which in this re* 
fpedt was the fame as the unitarian. Auftin 
alfo fays, that he did not hold the catholic 
dod:rine of the trinity, but that he was not 
generally followed by thofe who bore his 
name. Theodoret fays, that the Donatifts 
agree with the Arians||. The probability 

* Sunt etiam qui nJkt ProclUm dicuntur. Sunt qui 

fecundum ^fchinem pronunciantur-^ Privatam autem 

blaTphemiam illi qui funt tuSia ^fchinem banc babent, 
qua adjiciunt etiam boc, ut dicant Chriftum ipfum tSk 

filtum et patrem. Se£t. 52. p. 2x3. 
" f Cur autem folis Donatifiis, qui a fcbifinate pro- 
filuerunt in bxrefun, ut poftea etiam de baptifinate €t 
divina trinitate male fentirent. Facundus contra Moci- 

anum, p* 19 g. 

X Extant ejus multa ad fuam hapreiim pertinenda et 
de fpiritu fan^o liber, Ariano dogmati congruens. Catar 
}ogus Scriptorum, Opera, vol* i* p« 311. 

II Oi^oi 3e xok /EAEv T»i9 cu^Eaiv T3t^ A^itH ovfAftpvlat^ Lib* 4* 

cap. 6. Opera, £d. HaUt| vol. 4.' p. 360. 
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is, that both Montanus and Donatus, liv- 
ing at a time when the unitarian do<ftrinc 
was generally received, held it themfelvcs ^ 
though their followers, influenced by the 
fame caufes that afFeded other chriftians, 
gradually adopted the philosophical opi- 
nions. 

That the Pelagians (hould be horfeticaf, 
with refped: to the dodlrine of the trinity, 
will not be wondered at (though Pelagius 
himfelf is faid to have been orthodox in that 
refpeft) as the unitarians of all ages have 
adopted the fentiments of Pelagius with re^ 
fpedl to human nature. Caflian, who met 
with them in Gaul, evidently confidered 
them in this light. For he cenfures them 
as holding that ** Chrift was a mefc man ; 
^* and faying that men may livefinlefs lives, 
** becaufe Chrift, who Was a man, did fo. 
** They fay, that Jefus became Chrift after 
*' his baptifm, and God after his refurrec- 
** tion ; the one arifing from his undion, 
** the other from the merit of his paffion*/' 

♦ Addiderunt quoque dominum, falvatoremcjue iu)f- 
trum poft baptifma fadum effeChriftum, poftrefurreflio- 
pem deum: alterMin adfignantes unfiionem myfterio, 9^' 

Y 4 teruro 
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•' Otherwife " he fays, ** we come to the 
** Pelagian hercfy, and fay that God dwel- 
** led in Chrift from a certain time, and 
** came into him, when, by his life and 
** converfation, he deferved that the power 
** of the divinity (hould dwell in him *." 

Admitting this to be true to any confi- 
derable extent, it will not be doubted, bu( 
that the unitarians muft have been very nu- 
merous, becaufe the Pelagians were fo. 
Perhaps the Pelagians, defcribed by Caflian, 
might be inclined to the opinion of Nefto^ 
rius. But this, as I (hall fhew, did not dif- 
fer from unitarianifm with refpedt to the 
perfon of Chrift. 

terum merito paffionis : unde advertit novus nunc jam, 
non novae haerefeos autor, qui dominum falvatoremque 
nodrum folitarium homincm naium efle contetidit, ideoi 
feomnino dicere quod Pelagianiftae ante dixerunt ; et conf^- 
quens errori fuo efTe, ut qui utique fine peccato folitariuni 
hominem Jefum Chriftum vixiiTe aflerit, omnes quoque per 
fe homnines fine peccato poflTe efle blafphen^et. De Incar- 
natione.lib. i.cap. 3. p. 966. Seealfojlp. 1017,101 8, 1066. 
* Alioquin ad iliam Pelagianae haerefeos impietatein de« 
volvimur : ut dicamus ex certo tempore habitantem in 
Chrifto deum ; turn in eum fupervenifle, quando ille vita 
€t converfatione id promeruerit, ut in fe virtus divinitatif 
habitaret. Haer. lib. 5. cap. 4. p. io22t 

Marius 
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Marius Mercator fays, that Jalianus, a 
Pelagian, adopted the opinion of Theodoras, 
the m^fter of Neftorius *• 

The fimplicity of the unitarians is a cir- 
cumftance by which they are generally not- 
fed i and by this they were likewife con- 
cealed, as giving no umbrage (o ^ny. But 
it does not follow, that becaufe they were 
{kyXoAJimpk^ they were perfbns of low un- 
derftanding. Tertullian, who gave them 
that epithet, in anfwer to the Gnoftics, who 
likewife applied it to the orthodox chrif- 
tians, fays, '* we are reckpned fimple by 
f* them, but we are not therefore fenfe- 
*f lefs t." In a trcatife afcribed to Athana- 
fius, the more iimple are reprefented as 
eafily taken with the aflertion, that God the 

* Simul admonere volens Julianum excpifcopum oppidi 
Eclanenfis, haereticum Pelagianum feu caeleftianum, hunc 
fccutum effe Theodorum. Opera, p. 40. 

+ Ideoque fimplices notapur apud lUos, ut hoc tantum, 
non etiam fapientes : quafi ftatim deficere cogatur a fina- 
plicitate fapientia, domino utramque jungente: Eftote 
prudentes ut ferpentes ct fimplices ut columbae. Aut fi not 
propterea infipientes quia fimplices. Adv. Valent. feft. 2; 
Opera, p. 2^0. 

logos 
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logos fuffered in the flefh ♦. Bafil repre- 
fents ** fimplicity of faith as a bait with 
•* which the ignorant are drawn to their dc- 
"ftruaion+Z' Writing on the fubjedt of 
the Holy Spirit, he begs that what he wrote 
*• might be concealed from the vulgar, left 
** it fhould be throwing pearls before 
*' fwinej/' Gregory Nazianxen alfo muft 
have felt himfcif in the fame (ituation^ when 
he faid, •* Have we not fuffered from the 
^' mad populace §.'* 

The doftrine of the trinity being confi- 
dered as a fublime do<ftrine, the common 
people, who could not comprehend, or re- 
li(h it, but who at the fame time made no 
difturbance in the church, would naturally 

lof, oiw ^ TO 'SJpifuifAem vuv si^ ^Blaciv^ E'TTf&ev o 3eo; hoyog Capum 
Opera, vol. 2. p. 31 !• 

ra ecaJlH ^povnfjuxli ro aTtKOf tyi; e^QouTEag, om ri dkxcof , vefiSa>^}^ 
iva Ta fouvotAVia eTn^^ofMvleg ot aTTsi^oie^oi^ aft/hoixlu; r« Jtaxu rug 
offiQtia; 'aB^vTra^aqw. Ad Eunom. lib. i. Opera, vol. i. 
p. 701. 

T«f juafyofilaj. De Sp. S. cap. 30. Opera, vol. 2. p. 366. 
§ OvH Tfvslkafitv ^r,fMV (J^cwofievov, Or. 32. p. 525% 

be 
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be pitied and overlooked. Athanafius, 
confidcring the violence of his character, 
fpeaks of the unitarians ytith a gpod d^al of 
tcndernefs, on account of the difficulty of 
underftanding the dodtrine of the trinity. I 
have quoted a paflage from him, in which 
he reprefents them as (01 moy^i) the many^ and 
perfons of a low under/landing, but by no 
means as perfons out of the church. Con-p 
trailing them with the Gnoftics and the 
Arians, he fays, •' fome perfons confidering 
^^ what is human in Chrift, feeing him 
** thirfting, labouring, and fufFering, and 
** degrading him to a mere man, fin indeed 
'' greatly ; but they may readily obtain for- 
«^ givenefs if they repent, alledging the 
*^ weaknefs of the flefli 5 and they have the 
** apoftle himfelf adminiftering pardon to 
«« them, and as it were holding out his hand 
«* to them, while he fays. Truly great is the 
*^ myjlery of godlinejsj, God was manifejl in the 
^'fejh*r 

D Kovmvla^ yi "sraaxovlcii ^ t^vov fhuafnaaaiv a; noil cof^poiTn ts <r»' 
Thp^^ ofAOcfavacri fisv fisyoMig • iwaylcu is Ofjuog raxt^g ii&aepmai* 
fuvltg y^afA^m^v avyyvvi^rvj $x,^ig 'sr^o^a^iv tuv t» ff»fi(Bll9' ooSb" 
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According to him many perfons within 
the pale of the church, muft either have been 
unitarians, or have believed the dodrine of 
the trinity without underftanding it, which, 
in fa(5, is no belief at all. For, being con- 
fultcd what was to be done with refpe<i to 
the fpread' of the doftrine of Paulu$ Samofa^ 
tenfis ; after acknowledging that perfons of 
low underftanding were chiefly infe<Sted 
with it, and quoting what Paul fays of the 
great myjiery of Godlinefs^ God manifejl in the 
Jiejh^ he fays, '• thofe who undcrftand the 
^* fubjed: accurately are few, but all pious 
*' perfons may hold the faith delivered to 
^' them*." But what kind of holding muft 
it be, when they had no pcrfeft underftand- 
ing of what they held. 

Gregory Nazianzen alfo reprefcpts the 
common people as excufable for their errors, 

auloig EV ra >£yBiv e)cleivo^a^ oil xai 0fjL0>joyHfXEva^ fisya fn to Jiftg &h 
et^iia; fivm^icvy Bs®- e^avE^co^ ev aapHi, In illud Evangelil 
Quicunque dixerit, &c. Opera, vol. i. p. 975. 

aTTavTw Tm Trgog rov ^sov sursL^ciiv. De Ificarnatioxie contra 
p. Samofat. Opera, vol. i. p. 59?. 

I and 
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"and fafe from not being 4ifpofed to fcru- 
, tinize into things *. 

■ Unitarians, however, were far from being . 
all of the common people, and unlearned* 
There were feveral confiderable writers 
among them. *' Beryllus of Boftra/' Ni^ 
cephorus fays, *' left elegant writings be^ 
•* hind him *f-/^ Marcelius and Photlrtus 
diftinguiflied themfelves as writers, and 
Gregory Nazianzen fays, that the heretics 
boafted of the number of their books +. 
Unhappily there are none of them now 
extant. 

After the eftablifhment of orthodoxy by 
Conftantine, «* all the fecfts/' fays Eufebius, 
** were forbidden to hold feparate aflem- 
** blies;'* and among the reft the unita-^ 

•w . »f caiin, woAXttw; TO a^ouramrof* Oratio 2 i . Opera, 

+ Ev oeg e, rt nfti ttaSdt Borf ov a^aSav nv Bf f v^wj^ , ^XcmcKS 
^^i^^ (rpfy^afApuHd fu3a>£t\l^^. Hill, lib,, 5, C?p. I5. vol. 1. 

J^363• 

% Km t« 'zff^uStt rm &iS>*6sv ^<Xo1i/*ij»sv« . titt^ h tot «ffi 
iTEfi Tw 'airifi 3£Ae«^»<7i h t»j wdW^s?, Or. 50# p» 744* 

rians^ 
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rianSy called Paulians, are mentioned*. Bat 
this did not make them change their opi* 
nions. For he fays that, after Conftan-^ 
tine's edidt againft herefy, fome, terrified 
with the emperor's threats, came into the 
church, diiTembling on account of the 
times. ** For, the law forbidding the 
^' publication of their books, fome who 
*^ were taken adling contrary to the law, 
** on that account, confulted their fafety 
** by every diflimulation -f*." 

This accounts for the great number of 
unitarians that Facundus mentions, as being 
in the church, in the time of Theodofius. 
Their opinions muft have been well known, 
or he could not have been acquainted with 

* £9rf7V»7e wf ita rug vofAiAefftag raukf a> NowffttNi, Oa«air- 

wa^eg aicT^ 01 to; cufsffug iiu rm otMSuav vXngtsvlBg 0vn|MaW^ 
tTTuitj Tov oXeSfov T}fla¥ mCyfiii^o^ e^aXBiag mi v^noy fufiw um trm 
oiov re 3ta m vofM thIh vfoayo^evofjiev^ fx-nlig vpuiv cuKPyuif ru Hfn 
To^/x))(m. De Vita Conft. lib. 3, cap, 64. p. 621. 

wtSuovlo^ rov xcu^cv xalsi^uveuofjisvoi . met 3c xcu itsfeutfoaSm 
aii^^ rag PiSxng iinyo^euev vofjLog * y)M0-mw7o t^ cofeipi/xsvag 01 
MM^zyyioi /AikovlBg * h 3ti xof ;v, 'srovT iTrgarlov, ufvma mtf Oik* 
poof ^ofiiofAsvit. Ibid, p. 622. 

them; 
3 
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them ; but they were not molefted, while 
they did not moleft others, and wiflied only 
to be quiet. 

As the pafTage in his writings, from 
which I infer this, is a pretty remarkable 
one, I (hall cite it at full length. Speaking 
of the condemnation of Theodprus (the 
mafter of Neftorius, whofe fyftem differed 
very little from that of unitarianifm) in 
whofe favour he is writing, he fays, that 
^^ in condemning him, they condemned all 
** thofe who thought as he did, even though 
^' they afterwards changed their opinion. 
*' —What will they do with Martha, and 
'* then with Mary, the fifters of Lazarus, 
*' who were particularly attached to our 
*' Lord', while he was upon earth. And yet 
*' both of them, firft Martha, and then Mary, 
«* are faid to have fpoken to hjlm thus, Lon/^ 
• * if thou hadji been hercy my . brother had not 
'* died I who, though they thought that he 
*' was the Son of God, who was to come 
*' into the world,^ yet' could they not have 
** faid, if thou hadJl been here^ if they had 
** believed him to be God omniprefent. 
*' They therefore only thought as Thep- 

" donis 
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'< dorus is faid to have done, and were 
'< excommunicated along with him. And 
** how many of this kind do we know^ bj 
*' the writings of the apodles and cvange- 
^' lifts, there were at that time ; and how 
*• many even now arc there ftill, in the 
'* common herd of the faithful, who by 
•' only partaking in the holy myfteries, 
" and by a fimplc obfervancc of the com« 
" mundmcnts, wc fee plcafmg Godj when 
•« even the apoftlcs thcmfclvcs, the firft 
^' teachers, only thought as thofc whom we 
*' fee to be included in this condemnation 
•• of Theodorus ♦.'• 

* Condcmnnvcrunc omncs ab ipfo in qucm ilium k^ 
ciJilll* putanc crrorc convcrCos. -l*bi quid agent de Mar- 
th.i ct Maria, I'ororibus Lazari. k\\\x familiari devoiiunc ip& 
domino diim Kic in carnc dcgi-rit u'ihxfcrunC. Kt tamcn 
utraquc, id cfl, piiu^ Martha, ac dcindc Mazia« Ic^itur SU 
dixiflc. domine fi tuiircs hie f rater mcu3 nun fuiflct mor- 
tuus. Quz licet crcdcrcni qiiui! ipfc cfllt tilius dci qui in 
mundiim vcniflct, tamcn niMi \^\c\:\\:\\\ ft fuijii bic^ fi cum 
Ci^'^noCcLTcnt I'lcut dcurn, uhicjiic iflj prcfcntcm. Eddcm 
r:^i> {jpiicruiit (|ii:i* diiitur rj}*u:ir«: llicodurus, tt c-«in 
'Ihcodoru fimiil an.'itlit-niatir..t;r fu i:t. Kt quantos vcl C9 
tempore in evangel iisi tt :ipc ncluib Itripii!! talo fuihe cog- 
ncivimus ? QiianCos ctiam nunc ia!is in grrgc fiJclium, 
foU rahcturuni myilcriorum pa.'iicp lionc, et limpiid 

prxwiploxuai 
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If this was the cafe in the time of Theo- 
dpfius, there can be no doubt of its having 
hotn fo in the time of Conftantine, and 
ifeat it continued to be fo loilg afterwards. 
The candour of Facundus towards thefe 
fimple unitarians is remarkable, and is well 
illuftrated by his account of the ftate of the 
phriftian faith in the time of the apoftles. 
Speaking of thpfe who believed Chrift to 
be a mere man, he fays, *' The apoftles 
" themfelves were once imperfed: in the 
*^ fakh, but never heretics. For while 
*• they believed too little concerning Chrift, 
** they received power to caft out unclean 
*' fpirits, and to cure difeafes, when our 
** Lord fent them, and gave them a com- 
**miflion*^ If, therefore, the apoftles, in 
*^ the very time of their ignorance^ were 
** not heretics, how can any one calL thefe 
*' fo who died fuch,*' &c. * ? He fays. 

^rxceptorum obedientia, placentes deo vidimus ; cum et 
\ff\ prlini paftores ejus apoftoK fic aliquando fapuenint. 
quos omne$ cum Theodoro vidimus in hoc anathebiate 
cpndemnatos. Pro Defenilpne trium Capitulorum, libf 
10. cap. 7. p. 162. 

* Cum ipfi apoftoli aliquando fuerint in fide imper- 
fedi, nunquam tamjpn hseretict. Cumque adhttC parum de 

Vol. III. Z anftb 
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" the woman who touched Chrift's gar- 
•• ment did not take him to be God */' 

This teftimony of Facundus may teach 
us, that we are not to take it for granted, 
that the unitarians were extind: at any par- 
ticular time, merely becaufe they are by 
fome writers /aid to be fo. Epiphanius 
fays, that *• the herefy of Artemon was 
** extinft, when it was revived by Paulus 
*' Samofatenfis -f." But it could only be 
that there were few, or none, who went 
publicly by that name The fl»«ow«x, the 
many of Athanafius were, no doubt, uni- 
tarians, though they might not be call- 

Chrifto crederent, magnam poteftatem acceperunt fpiri- 
tuum immundorum, ut ejicerent eos, et curarent omnem 
languorem et omnem ixifirmitatem, mittente eos domino, 
atque mandantc, euntes praedicaten dicentes, quia adpropin- 
quavit regnum coclorum. Infirmos curate, mortuos fut 
citate, leprofos mundate, daemones ejicite, gratis accepiftis, 
gratis date. , Si vero apoftoli nee in ipfo ignorantiae fuae 
tempore fuerunt haeretici, qua ratione quifquam cos qui 
tales de hac vita tranfierunt, affirmare poffint bxreticos ? 
Lib. 12. p. 184. 

♦ Ibid. p. 183; 

+ Af^Kf 3e m itavoiay sis'TTEire m; a>^iai. xeu ceveMomffs mp 

Sta-fAivii.. Hacr, 65. Opera, vol. !• p. 608. 

3 ed' 
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ed Artemonites. On the other hand, we . 
are not to give to particular perfons who 
diftinguiflied thenjfelves in the defence of. 
the unitarian dodlrine, all the converts they 
are faid to have made. They, no doubt, 
found them unitarians, though they might 
be more encouraged by thofe leaders to de- 
clare themfelves more openly. But we fhall 
find> that when all their great leaders were 
gone, they did not want boldnefs in aflert- 
ing their principles, which is a proof that 
they did not want numbers* 

The number of followers that hiftorians 
give to Marcellus of Ancyra, the capital of 
Galatia, and alfo to his difciple Photinos, 
bifhop of Sirmium, in Pannonia, is pro- 
digious j and the effects of their laboura 
are faid to have remained a long time* The 
former, though living in troublefome times, 
and probably being induced to make fome 
improper compliances, is, notwithftandirtg, 
noted for the courage with which he, for 
fome time at leaft, maintained his opi-* 
nions* That he was not eafily overborne 
by authority, Eufebius, his antagonift, tefti- 
fies, when he fays, that ** he made no ac- 
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/ " count of the Fathers of the cMirch*." 

Alluding to the preaching and writings of « 
of Marcellus, Hilary fays, '' Galatia has 
'' brought up many to the profcflioa of 
*' one God ; and/' alluding to Photinus, 
'^ Pannonia wickedly maintains that Jefus 
'^ Chrifl was born of Mary/* i. e. that he 
did not exifl before his birth -|-. This 
writer complains heavily of the diftrefled 
fituation of the truth among fo many here- 
fies, and more than intimates, that the 
followers of Photinus, though often con- 
demned, were not furllciently feparatcd from 
the church. The mifchicf, he fays, was 
"iSitbin \ . 

MarccUum, lib. i. p. 19. 

f Impic multoi aJ u^iiu^ ilci profcffioncm GaLaia no- 
trivit — Pcftlt'cre natum Jcfum Chriilum ex Maria Paouo- 
Ilia defend it. Lib. 7. p. 131. 

\ Nihil folicituJiiu mc;r, niliil confcicntue vxit. Sak 
fpccula cniin omnium hxrcticorum ad occafioncs finga* 
lorum vcrhurum in oj meum ptndentium kK|uor« cC 011111B9 
irrmonis mci iter aut anguftiis prscruptumt aut fovcs is- 
cifum, auc laqucis prxttnfuni eft. Jam quod arduum avc 
difficile fit minus concptcror ; nun mcis criim. led apoAo- 
lici; Tcandi) ur^dilur. Mi!ii vtro sul in argani.^ drddcfc, 
aut in dcfofla incidcre, aut planis ilUqucari, Temper in pe- 

iicuLiv 
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Photinus, though violently oppofed by 
the Arian emperor Conftantius (Hilarius 
Cpntra Conftantium, p. 332) was remarkr 
ably popular in his fee, and elfewhere ; for 
an account. of which fee Sozomen, lib. 4. 
cap. 6. p. 135; and *' though excommuni- 
** cated and condemned, he could not be re- 
*' moved," fays Hilary, *' on account of the 
'^ aiFedtion that the people had for him*," 
as his language ought to be interpreted. 
And it is particularly remarkable, that 
though Photinus was fo obnoxious to the 

riculo, femper in metu eft. Praedicaturo enim, fecundum 
legem, et prophetas, et apoftolos, unumdeum,,adeft mihi 
Sabellius, totum me fub verbi hujus profcflione, tanqqam 
delidcratum cibum, morfu faeviiEmo tranfvorans. Ne^ 
^antem me rurfum, contra Sabellium, unum deum, et 
confitentem verum deum dei filium, expcilat nova haere,- 
fis, et a me duos deos arguat praedicari^ Natum quoque 
dei filium ex Maria, diSuro, Hebion, qui et Photinus 
affiftit ; audoritatem mendacii fui, ex profeflione vcri- 
tatis, fumpturus, De caeteris taceo, qui ab omnibus extra 
ecclefiam effe non ignorantur. Hoc vero damnatum, ct 
abjedum licet frequentur, fed internum liodie ad hue malum 
eft. Lib. 7. p. 1 31, 

* Fotinus haereticus comprehenfus, olim reus pronuii- 
ciatus, et a communione jampridem unitatis abfcilTus,^ nee 
turn quidem per faftionem populi potuit admoveri. Frag- 
menta, p. 444. 
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orthodox, on account of his principles^ 
his moral charafter was never impeached. 
A high encomium on him may be fccn in 
Philafter*. And when he was expelled 
from his fee by the arm of power, he en- 
joyed an honourable retirement, and em^ 
ployed himfcif in writing books, in which, 
befidcs promoting the caufc of chriftianity 
in general, he boldly maintained his pecu- 
liar opinions. *^ Photinus," fays Jerom, 
** endeavoured to revive the herefy of the 
*' Ebionites, and wrote many volumes, the 
** chief of which are againft the heathens, 
** and the books to Valentinian -f-." So* 
crates fays, that ** he wrote againft all here- 

* Nam erat et ingenii viribus valens, et dodriiue opibus 
exccUens, et eloquio prsepotens ; quippe qui utroqve (er- 
jnone copiofe, et graviter difputaret et fcfiberet : ut mo- 
numentis librorum fuor^m manifeftatur, quos idem partfan 
Graeco, partim Latino fermone compofuit. Cap. i6. Bib. 
Pat. vol. 5» p- 7^- 

t Photinus de Gallograecja, Marcelli difcipulus, Sirmji 
epifcopus ordinatus, Hebionis hxreGm inftaurare conatuy 
eft : poftea, a Valentiniano principe pulfus ecdefla, plura 
fcripfit volumina, in quibus vel prxcipui funt, contra gen- 
tes, et ad Valentinianum libri. Catalogus, Opera, yoL i. 

p. 3i6» 

^ffies, 
• ... 1 
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** lies, propofing only his own opinion *.'* 
^^ Though baniflied,'' fays Sozomen, '* he 
*^ continued to defend his opinion, and 
*^ wrote books in the Greek and Latin 
** tongues, in which he endeavoured to 
** fhew that all opinions were falfe except 
** his own^f-." That he continued ftre* 
nuouily to maintain his opinions, notwith- 
ftanding his perfecution and banifhtnent, is 
.evident from all the accounts we have had 
of him. Nicephorus fays, that " what 
^^Photinus laboured in all his writings 
" was, that all opinions befides his own 
*• were nothing J.'* 

Of all the theological works of the an- 
cients, 1 own that I regret moft of all the 
lofs of thofe of Photinus, and efpecially his> 
treattfe agatnjl herefies. An impartial ac- 

* 'Eyfo^E Se xc3a nsaffm m^cmv^ to wntm /aovov Sby/bco^ vat^^" 
^9efjt,£vog. Lib. 2vCap< 30. p. 129* 

ovyK^6\m ibypLa * hoysg re m Faf/aim xcu E^wav fawi oviyfceipuv 
tU^i^Hf ^< 6iv BweigcOo^ 'o^i'nv rug avk^ Tag tuv a>Jm io^otg ^eu^€ig 
aTTo^atvBn. Lib 4. cap. 6. p. 137. 

joy eavTHi^elo roug y^a^aig ny, w;^ rng oiHoag^ rag rm 
poo^v 3b|«5 fAvHev iifag aTT^emg eis?\By^t», Lib. 9- cap. 31. 

P- 755- 
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account of his conference with Bafil of 
Ancyra, would be exceedingly valuable. 
A few . things that are quoted from him I 
ihall produce in my account of the argu- 
ments ufed by the ancient unitarians in 
defence of their principles. That his writ- 
ings were not thought meanly of by his ad- 
verfaries^ appears by their frequent notice of 
them, and the anfwers that were written to 
them long after his death. Among ■otbers» 
Vigilius Martyr, about the year 500, wrote 
againll Photinus, as well as Sabellius and 
Arius*. 

Both Photinus and Marcellus were ob- 
noxious to the Arians, but Marcellus more 
particularly, perhaps, for not having ap- 
proved of the condudl of the Arians with 
refped: to Athanafius, who always (hewed 
a kindnefs for him ^f-. 

There are feveral traces of there being 
great numbers of untlanans in the time of 
Auftin. 

* Bib, Pat. vol. 5« P- 546. 

+ Athanafii, Opera, vol. i* p. 813. Niccphori, HifL 
liJ>. y. cap. 53, vok i. p, 663. 

Therc^ 
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There appears to have been Photinians 
who even held open affemblies at Sir- 
mium, contrary to a law of the emperor 
Gratian, A. D. 381 ; when the bifliops of 
the council of Aquileia petitioned the em- 
perors to take farther meafures with refpe<9: 
to them *." The words invifible and im^ 
pajjible, Ruffinus fays, were added to the 
creed in the church of Aquileia, on account 
of the SabelHan, or patripaflian herefy, 
though they were not in the creed at 
Rome-f-. Jerom fpeaks of Ancyra, the ca- 
pital of Galatia, as forely over-run with 
various herefies in his time J; and yet, 

• Photinianos quoque quos et fuperiori lege cenfuiftis, 
nullos facere debere conventus, profit jam et facerdotum 
concilio fententia in eos lata eft. Petimus infuper, ut 
quoniam in Syrmienfi oppido adhuc conventus tentare eos 
cognovimus, dementia veftra, interdi£la hac ejus coitione, 
reverentiam primum ecclefiae catbolicae, deinde etiam legi- 
bus veftris deferre jubeat. Ambrofii, Opera, vol. 5. p. 167. 

f His additur invifibilem et impaffibllem. Sciendum 
quod duo ifti fermones in ecdefias Romans fymbolo non 
habentur, conftat autem apud nos additos, bsrefbos caufa 
Sabellli illius profe<5lo, quae noftris patripaffiana appellatur* 
In Symbol, p. 173. 

X Scit mecum qui vidit Ancyram metropolim Galatiar, 
civitatem, quod nunc ufque fcifmatibus dilacerata fit. 

quod 



346 Unitarians after Book IIL 

Ambrofe, his cotcmporary, fpeaks of the 
herefies of Photinus^ Arius, and Sabellius, 
as being extindt, but fays that, that of the 
Manicheans prevailed^. But as it is well 
known that the herefy of Arius was far 
from being extinct at that time, fo it is no 
lefs evident that that of Photinus had many 
adherents. 

Sabellianifm was one of the five berefies^ 
^s he caUs theoi, againft which Auftia 
thought it more particularly necefiary to 
write. The other four were thofe of the 
Pagans, the Jews, the Manicheans, and the 
Arians \. It is alfo to the unitarians that 
he refers in the following paflage, ** Let 
•* us not/' fays he, " hear thofe who fay 
^' there is only the Father, and that he has 
•* no fon, nor that there is a Holy Spirit^ 
** but that the Father himfelf is fometimes 
^* called the Son, and fometimes the Holy 

quod dogmatum varietatibus confiuprata. In Gal. cap. 2« 
Opera, vol. 6. p. 134* 

* Poftea quam Photinus obmutuit, Arius conticuit, Sa* 
bellius vocem perdidit, adhuc tamen haerefes diverfa con- 
tra ecclefiatn exerentes ora conrpicio. Apologia, David 
cap, 4. p. 508. 

t De Quinque Hsrefibus, Opera, vol. 6. p. 35. 

*» Spirit," 
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^* Spirit*.-' J^ardnpjr fays^ that the fre- 
quent notice which Auftin takes of the 
Sabellians. in his tradls and fermons to the 
people, is an argument that in his time 
there was fome cQnfideral>le number of 
perfons who maintained his opinion f, 
]Paulinus of the fame age^^ fpeaks of heretics 
in his time, who faid, that " Chrift was 
f* God by adoption/' from which he inr 
fers, that " they piuft think him to be a 
** mere man |;." 

If we look towards the eaft, where Bafil 
and the two Gregories were then flourifh- 
ing, we fhall find ftill louder cpmplaints 
pf the prevalence of herefy> and efpecially 
^hat of the unitarians. For it is to be ob- 
ferved that, as it was fonie time before the 

* Nee COS audiamus qui dicunt patrem tantummodo 
efTe, nee habere filium, nee efle cum eo fpirituin fand^um: 
fed ipfum patrem aliquando appellari filium, aliquando 
fpiritum fandtum. De Agen. Chrift. cap. 13. Opera^ vol. 
3. p. 268. 

t Credibility, vol. 4. p. 606. 

t Aut certe purum eum hominem fine deo natum 
(quod cogitare impium eft) necefle eft fateantur, ac per 
hoc quafi eguerit adoptione a patre in iilium fit adoptatus* 
Adv. Felicem, Bib. Pat. vol. 5. p. 435. 

gofpel 
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gofpel was propagated with fuccefs in the 
weftern parts of the Roman empire, not till 
the doftrine of the divinity of Chrift had 
made confiderable progrefs, the chriAiahity 
of thofe parts was always what was called 
more orthodox than that of the caft, where 
the gofpel was firft preached, and confe-i 
quently, where the prejudices of chriftians 
in favour of the old unitarian dodtrine were 
ftronger than in other places. 

Cyril of Jerufalem complains of heretics, 
both Arians and unitarians, as in the bofbm 
of the church. ** Now/' fays he, ^' there 
*' is an apoftacy ; for men have departed. 
** from the right faith, fome confounding 
** the Son with the Father/* meaning the 
unitarians, '* others daring to fay that Chrift 
'* was created out of nothing," meaning 
the Arians. ** Formerly heretics were 
*' open, but now the church is full of con-* 
*' cealed heretics*.'* 

vjiaiv SIC TO €ivcu 'sja^ivex^^vla Xeyeiv ro?.fjuocrtv . uai 'SFpolsfW fiev ntrem 
•Cyiiili, Catech. 15. p- 209. See alfop. 5. 

Qomplaints 
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Complaints of the fpread of hcrcfy^ both 
that of the unitarians, and that of the 
Arians, by Bafil himfelf, and hisr cotem- 
pories, are particularly loud and inccflant. 
The opinions he moft complains of were 
fuch as werp held by the common people, 
though many of the clergy were alfo in- 
feded 5 and what is remarkable, the male- 
contents complained loudly of Bafil's inno^ 
' vations, both with refpedt to doftrines, and 
practices. For fome time Bafil, though 
furnamcd the Great, was obliged to give 
way to the ftorm, and to retire from his 
diocefe ; and yet, this it feems was a dan- 
gerous flep. For according to him, the 
moft unremitted afiiduity was neceflary to 
guard their flocks from fedudlion. ** If 
" any perfon/' fays he, ** leave his diocefe 
** for the fhorteft time, he leaves the com- 
** mon people expofed*." 

To give my readers a clear idea of Bafirs 
fituation, I fliall feledt from his writings a 
few paffageis, which will give us a fuffi. 

f £i rof rig KM 'npdg to ^^ax^alov rn; sxxXruiaf oAi a'jroraai 
vthlag ap\^u rag hgat; TOig r^s^ptuaat, Bafilii Epift. Ixx. Opera, 

vol. 3. p, 114. 

cient 
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cient Infight into it ; and the cafe appears 
to have been the fame through the whole of 
Afia Minor, but more cfpecially in Galatia^ 
which had been the diocefe of Marcellus; 
" Groan with us/' fays Bafil, ** the only 
** begotten is blafphemed, and there is no 
*' one to contradia it */' Gregory Na- 
zianzen reprefents him as abfolutely ba-^ 
nifhed for holding opinions different from 
thofe of his people -f-. 

The difficulties of Bafil Were occafioned 
both by the Arians^ and the unitarians^ 
but chiefly the latter; though they both 
agreed in decrying the novel dodrine of 
the divinity of the Holy Spirit, which was 
the great topic of controveriy, as has been 
already feen, at that particular time. All the 
following paflages fhew that his ftrongeft 
apprehenfions were from the unitarians^ 
the difciples of Sabellius, Marcellus^ and 
Paulus Samofatenfis. ** We arc torn in 
•* pieces/' he fays, " on one fide by the 

* Tilevo^aSe sf rifjuv oil a tuavoymii fi)^iffpnfJt£ilcu^ MM o cJltXpyMf 
wtsTi. Epift. 70. Opera, vol. 3. p. 114. 

i Ogys Hca sioptacv v^rep n^ a^rl^notg He3cptfi6ii^. Or^ 20* - 
p. 364, 

•* Anomeans,. 
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<* Anomeans, and on the other by Sabcl- 
** lius *." ** Is not the myftcry of godli- 
** nefs every where laughed at; the bifliops 
** continuing without people, and without 
** clergy, having nothing but an empty 
*' name, able to do nothing for the ad- 
** vancement of the gofpel of peace and 
** falvation. Are there not difcords con- 
** cerning God, and blafphemy, from the 
** old impiety of vain Sabellius -f-." ** You. 
" know, fays he, " my dear brethren,, that 
** the dodtrine of Marcellus, overturns all 
** our hopes, not acknowledging the Son 
*' in his proper perfonality J. '* 

Bafil's enemies alledged the authority of 
his predeceflbr, the famous Gregory Thau- 
maturgus, as he is now generally called, as if 

* Ei/7Ei/^ev yap y\\ML(; o avufjtoiog ffTra^aO'a'Bi^ elsga^ev 3s cog somsit 
9^a^e»4og. Epift. 64. Opera, vol. 3. p. lOO. 

t Ovxt yf ?wx7ai to fieya -nif BvcrsCstag fAurn^m^ ag oofiv Xas xeu 
K^Tips eTTKntoTTuv 'jsBpit^x^tw/m^ kou cvofia iU>iOv m^pi^s^m^ nJey 

01 'ai^i TH ^E» hoyoi nsa^ aula my<»^tig etaiv exff^m JoTycci^, m^ 
ma'Kouag a^Qnoig ra fAoOcuop^ovog l^a^SiT^dH^ ^i ouIh w¥ csvaweoj^airns 
£v roig (TwIayfjLacriv. Epift. 293. ibid. p. 284. 

;t^ OiSale^ oSeA^oi rifMolaloi^ 6lt nffocmg fifjLCov rng sT^TtSb; a^ihmif , 
tX^i TO MapxE;^ ^oyfjux • hIb viov cv t^ia uTTOTCtffst ofuo^fff^m. 
Epift. 74. ibid. p. 126. ' 

he 
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he had held that *' the Father and San Were 
" two in conception, but one in hypoftaifis/' 
This he does not abfolutely deny, but fays, 
*• that it was advanced by him not feriouily, 
** but only in difputation */' 

Writing to the clergy of the church of 
Neocsfarea, he fays, that Sabellius the 
Lybian, and Marcellus of Galatia, were the 
real authors of the dodrines taught by his 
oppofers. He complains heavily of the 
violence with which they oppofcd him, 
and that they had the afTurance to call his 
dodtrines mifchievous ones -f*. 

* Sii Of a T^ofiH. eiTTovlog tv v&t<ru nsirzotq, mtSepa mm vu0 
K^ivoiot fxsv eiVM ^uOi vTro^curei ie sv . thIo ^Sf oli s idyfjidbtoof cifAuy 
aX^* ayaiytnAo); ev m 'si^og AiXiavov ^ta^^lst. Epift* 64- Opera, 
vol. 3. p. lOI. 

pLncrav^ HM itid^cu raula xai yporf^ouy aTTep vuv 'sof v^fy «( iS^iaw- 

mi y>M<r(TiHi not sJs Big zfil^avnv HcSaaKEvnv s^ayaytiv ra ffofwguOa 
rooSia^ xai Tag wapaT^Krfjmg e^ofMiivlsg . Sot piSct xcu affi9a HoSf 
TfifjLanf htfirrYO^aai^ kcu mavla Tpmav rag avvluxj^ag i^wv CKwAiisn • 
nm Bvauv ; axi tov sm reig ^cwi^oig tauim ^liixyf/ffiiaw 9lkByxfi9 V" 
^pofMSvot ; 01 ye sm rocalov nf/Mv xalnvauaxvi&no'av^ aky mm ovAMif 

&^Qepag. Epift. 63. Opera, vol. 3. p. 95, 

It 
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It is acknowledged that, in general, the 
unitarians were of the lower fort of people; 
yet, in Bafil's diocefe many of . them were 
thofe of better condition. He complains of 
the leading men in his own church being 
addifted to the opinions of Sabellius and 
Marcellus, and of their being diffatisfied 
with his pfalms, his hew mode of finging, 
and his ihftitution of monks*. He parti- 
cularly mentions an excellent perfon, of the 
name of Terentius, as having joined the 
Paulians, in a paflage in which he makes 
great complaint of the progrefs of that fed:, 
of their boldnefs, the publication of their 
confeflions of faith, and threatening to join 
his church f. ' This would not have been 
thought of, if their number had nof been 
very confiderable. Bafil himfelf was charg- 
ed with having been a favourer of the uni- 
tarian doftrine, and even with having writ- 

* Epift. 63. Ibid. p. 95. 

f Kat fjisya^povm rag raaiarotg th /jLSpag tusiva^ x^ eTrayaT^ea-" 
Bai^ Toig •yfo/MfMWiv, itlat )^ nsis-iv 'Sjp6lsivsa'^M^ »^ £7rt rcwk eloifiag 
BX^iv awa'jrlEa^M th Kod •nfAog e)tH>cn(na^ mpog h THloig Hoaaivo nfuv 
«w>i77£X>i, oil vTTiryciyovIo v^og rnv vTnp avluv (t-ttuJiiv, TOf usavla apt" 
fov «v3f« TfpevJiov. Epift. 27a. Ibid. p. 268. 

Vol. III. A a ten 
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ten in defence of it ; but this he abfolutely 
denies, appealing to God for the truth of his 

declaration *. 

In this age it was the cuftom to apply to 

the church of Rome, in any difficulties from 
the diftant churches of the empire ; a cir- 
cumflance which greatly contributed to ad- 
vance the power and infolence of that 
church. And it was chiefly by means of 
the overbearing influence of this churchy 
that thofe dodtrines, which are generally 
termed orthodox, got eftablifhed. Baiil re- 
quefted that perfons might be fent from 
Rome to condemn the herefy of Marcellus; 
faying, that ** to this day, in all the letters 
** they fend, the herefy of Arius is anathe- 
•' matized, where no fault was- found with 
** Marcellus, who brought in a contrary he- 
** refy, afFefting the very being of the deity 
** of the only begotten Son,, and giving a 
♦* wrong fenfe to the word logos ^f.*^ 

It^ofxsv m^ ^xovloci smivo to vfove^ fpovfifJiA, ro rng vurxi^w^ t«f 
w yva>f>ifMV ra deo;, ra Ta^ xapSioti Yt»6)ffMovkn Epift* 345. Ibid. 

P- 339- 
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Gregory Naxianzen, who was cbtempo- 
rary with Balil, complains of the fmall 
pumber of the orthodox, faying, ^' they 
»' were tb« fmalleft of the tribes of Ifrael*/^ 
And yet Optatus, who was cotemporary 
with him in Africa, fpeaks of all heretics 
AS Qxtin<^, and the Sabellians among the reft, 
their very names being unknown in Af* 
rica-f. But if this had been the cafe, we 
(hould never have heard of the complaints 

^iiay E7n^et{iK/i6y«, k) $ig auhpf mv VTrct^i^v t)}( th fjuncysvag 9so7nJ^ 

fASfA^^iv BTrevsyHovleg ^vovlaum £pift«52« Ibid. p. 8o. 

* Km a "motfYKra ratg afi^fAHfAevoug rw tro^ov, nh row votfo/uep 

ton ^T^ctUkQot^ s^Biv Ti ijy^v vt*Wi rm d^y^^ vm «^ax/fltf 9u>^ 

170^£^(V sv n x^rog yEwaloi^ vwrsJ^ cat cif^O% ^tot>Mg i^ ywan^MiOffXyp^ 
i^ (rMfA.evogj 'tsap otg moSn^ v^^tilcu^ J^ vtog iffo^HM^ ^ 'Stm/fAa ayiia9 
^w^o^sc^tlM. Or. 2. p. 48. 

f Hsreticos cum erroribus fuis mortuos, et oblivione 
jsilQ fepultos, quod^mmodo refufciure voluifti, quorum per 
provinci^s Africa^as nqn folum v\ii^y fed etiam npoiini^ 
videbantur ignot^. Marcipn, Pra^ce^^^ Sabellius, Valenii* 
nus, et caeteri temporibus fuis a Vidlorino Pi<3:avienfi,^et 
Zepherino Urbico, et Tertulliano Carthaginien^, ufque ad 
Cataphrygas ; et ab aliis adfertoribus ecclefiae Catholicse 
fuperati funt. Lib. < , p; 9. 

* 
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of Auftin, who refidcd in Africa at the fame 
time. 

Wc have likewife boafts of the extinftion 
of herefy in Chryfoftom. But, by his own 
evidence, they may be proved to be prema- 
ture. He fpeaks of all heretics by name 
as extindt ; and among the reft the Arians 
are mentioned, which is known to have 
been by no means the cafe ♦♦ It may 
even, with fome probability, be inferred 
from this writer himfelf, that notwith- 
ftanding the prohibitions of government, the 
unitarians of that age had the ieal and 
courage to hold public affemblies. For, 
ipeaking of the unitarians, he fays, " Let us 
** avoid their ajSemblies, and learning the 
•* eternal exiftence of the Son, his power as 
** the maker of the world, &c. let us hold 
*' the truth+," &c. 

It appears from the writings of Chry- 
foftom, that, in his time, many perfons wefe 
much attached to the religion and cuftoms 
of the Jews ; and it is very probable, that 

♦ De Pfeudoprophetis, Opera, vol. 6. p. 479. 

f ^ei/yufjiev roiwv cojlav m^ 0-1^X07^, )y fAcAoflsg ri fiotoytns 

rav mv ctHpiSeiav. In Pf. 8. Opera, vol. 3. p. 122. 

the 
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the dodlrine of the unity of God, of which 
the Jews were ftrenuous aflcrtors, might be 
a principal inducement to it, cfpecially as 
fome who were fond of the Jews are repre- 
fented as continuing in the church. '* Let 
''^ the -Jews," fays he, ** learn this, and 
" thofe who rank with us, and yet think as 
'' thev do *." 

No pcrfon fpeaks with more triumph of 
the extindion of herefy, efpecially that of 
the unitarians, than Theodoret ; and yet his 
account is flatly contradifted by Facundus, 
in the paflage above quoted from him. And 
as Facundus wrote after Theodoret, it may 
be taken for granted, that the unitarians 
were more numerous in the time of Theo- 
doret than they were in his, 

Theodoret reprefents the cities in his 
neighbourhood as full of heretics when he 
came into the diocefe; mentioning the 
Arians, Eunomians, Manichaeans, Marcio- 
nites, Valentinians, and Montanifts, an4 
?ven heathens and Jews; when himfelf, who 

T« 3i mmv f fowrf!?^ Horn. 38, Opera, vol. i. p. 525* 

A a 3 waitt^ 
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maintained the evangelical truth was ex- 
cluded from all cities *• Though he does 
not mention unitarians, it will appear pro-^ 
bable. from what has been feen above, that 
they were intended by the term Montanifts^ 
He boafts, however, of his having purged 
his diocefe of all thofe herefies, efpecially 
that of the Marcionites +. In another 
place, he particularly fpeaks of the uni- 
tarians as extindt, and as an event pro- 
duced by that power which rebuked the 
deep. If. iv. 27. and " dried it up, who fays 
^' to the deep. Thou fhalt be defolate, and 
** I will dry up the rivers J." He likewife 
fpeaks of the dodlrine of the trinity as held not 
only by the teachers in the church, but alfb 
by the lowcft artificers, feveral of whom h^ 

KM TOii Td 'Qa}^ivHj Kat Movkmt voawty mm /iei^ auu E^^nn mm 

Jaiaioii ' syu h riuv BvayfeTdxav inrafayom(ofAEvog iby/aak^warns fV« 
yofjtxi ^(i>^t>i. Epift. 81. Opera, vol. 3. p. 953. 
•f- Ibid. p. 954. 

7o( iTcmvorsKsv o rm av^pcoTrav aXotrup • om' iffQwzt airaffa^ o fsn- 

TH^ 'B^lofAs^ OH l^tt. Haer. Fab. lib. 2« cap. ii. 0|it(B| 

vol. 4. p. 22^. 

cnuwct 



Caap. XVI^ the Council of Nice. ^eg 

eaumerates, by women, even of the loweft 
ranks, and by the inhabitants of villages^ as 
well as thofe of cities *. 

How far this is to be confidcred as a 
feithful ftate of fads, or the flourifti of mi 
orator, I leave the reader to determine, by 
comparing it with the accounts of Fa- 
cundus and others. Cyril of Alexandria, 
who was cotemporary with Thcodoret, 
holds a different language. •* Some," faya 
he, *^ are fo far feduced, that they cannot 
** bear any longer to confefs that Chrift is 
** Cod ; but that he is rather the organ and 
^* inftrument of the deity, and infpired by 
**Godf/' In this it is poffible, that he 
alluded to the Sabellian, or Patripaflian doc« 
trine, which I fliall ffeew was the language 

^ Km Bnv ihivrwjia e^Shi ra ioyfu^a^ « fcoi^ ye f^ tfuO^n^tdic 
rag StSfiBtrxo^s;, aX^axa< awMofAH^^ km ^^oMcdbTre;, j*^ rctXao'tMfYag 
KM THiot^^g aTroxeifo^itolag ' fccfi yvvqOuti aaavlufy 9 fjuowv rai >oym 
(JiSea-xwviaSi a»^ xai ^spnilii^xg^ xm courfiSof^ nm fuvhi Mtt{ 
BE^aPTTcavag : hm a (ju>m dtiroi^ cC^^m neu x/»ffriim fwhiy^ yway 
wjQWMn; Serm. 5. Opera, vol. 4. p^ 556. 

:|: Prope nam que yfque adeo quidamfedu^ funt, ut 
non fuftineant amplius confiteri, quod Deus fit Cbriftus, 
fed quod fit magis organum et inftrumentnm divmitatis, 
%X homo numine afflatus. Epif);. C^ra, voU a* p« i^n 
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of the philofophical unitarians. But it may 
be inferred, from feveral paffages in the writ- 
ings of Cyril, that there were unitarians in 
his time. I (hall give one of them in the 

notes *. 

Cyril even fpeaks of writers in defence of 
the unitarian dodlrine in his time, and fuch 
as he thought it worth his while to animad- 
vert upon. '* But becaufe a heretic," he 
fays, ** famous for his fkill in the Jewifli 
** fcriptures, in his expofition of this paf- 
** fage" (the Father is greater than 1) ** has 
'** written intolerable blafphemies againft 
** the only beeotten, I thought it my duty 
'* to fhew the falfehood of his difcourfe -j-.** 

* Obliterant enim quidam, veritatis pulchritudinem, et 
ficut numifma, adulterant, extollentes in excelfum cornu et 
injuflitiam contra deum Ibquentes, ficut fcriptum eft. 
Imaginantur unigenitum non habere exifienti^in, et pro- 
prie non fubfiftere, et per fe quidem non efle in fubfiftentia, 
Verbum autem fimpliciter, et fermonem juxta folam pro- 
iiunciationeni a dco fadum quemadmodum ct in bomine 
inhabitafTe dicunt miferi : ^t componentcs fie Jerum, fan^;- 
tis quidem fandiorem eile dicunt, ^tt^en non deum. De 
Refta Fide, vol. 2. p. 686. 

f Varum quoniam quidam haercticorum etiam apud 
Jucjaeps facrarum pcritia litcrarum illuilris hunc locum 
exponens intolerabilcs in unigenitum fcripfit blafphcmias, 

mei 
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/i He has the arrogance," he fays, *^ to af- 

-'.* fert, that the Father is in no fenfe greater 

/^ than the deity of the Sop, but only fup^ 

*y pofes that the nature of the Father ex- 

<« ceeds his humanity */' In this manner 

he muft have meant to defcribe the Sabel- 

lia^ns. 

From'^thefe circumftancies, , let the reader 

judge, whether the' unitarian herefy was 

extindl in the time of Theodoret, whatever 

it might be in his neighbourhood. His 

grpat zeal, and his power in his diocefe, 

would probably prevent the unitarians from 

.declaring themfelves, aqd their acquiefcence 

might be called their converfion. 

The Pelagians, as I have fhewn, very 

generally adopted the unitarian dodtrine. 

But, befidcs thefe, paflian fpeaks of othef 

unitarians in Gaul, whom he does not clafs 

with Pelagians.. ** There have lately ri* 

/**fen/' he fays, ** I mean in our days, a 

mei officii putavi falfltatem orationis ejus ^rguere. la 
John, lib. 10. cap. 9. Opera, vol. i. p. 938. 

* Ad hoc arrogantiae quidam proceiTerunt, jnquit, ut 
nuUo modo audire patiamur patrem, filii deitate majorem 
effe, fed fola humanitate naturam patris exc^dere arbitren- 
|ur. Cyril. Alex. vol. x. p. 939. 
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<^ poifdnous hcrcfy, chiefly in the city of 
^^ Beligas» of a certain name, but an an- 
** certain author, which^ with a frefh hftad, 
*^ rifes from the old error of the EbiofiiieS. 
** It is doubtful whether it caft bb GUle(} 
** old, or new. It is new in the aflertorft, 
*^ but old in the error, viz. that our Lord 
•* Jefus Chrill is a mere man*/* 

According to Maxerttius, who floariihed 
in the year 520, the unitarians were by 
no means extinft in his neighbourhood. 
Speaking of the church as rejecting the 
dodtrine of thofe who fay that ** Chrift is 
** God by favour, and not by nature,'* he 
fays, " againft this all heretics, as well thoie 
^* who are manifeftly cut off and divided^ 
** as thofe who are within the charch, and 
^* fpiritually divided from it, whom tlje 

* Nuper quoque, id eft, in diebus noftris emeriifle 
h^refim venenofam, et maxime Beligarum urbe confpexi* 
jnus, certi erroris, incerti nominis : quia cum recehti ca- 
pite exantiqua Ebionitdrum ftirpe furrexerit, dubiuin ad- 
xnodum eft antiqua magis dici, an recens debeat. Now( 
enim aflertoribus, fed vetufta erroribus fuit. Solitarium 
quippe hominem dominum noftrum Jefum Chriftum pau 
turn effe blafphemans. Pe Incarnationc, lib, i. cap. a« 
?• 962, 

f* holy 
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** holy charity of the church bravely tole- 
^^ rates^ always take up arms^ and ceafe not 
** to urge it with falfe charges, and en- 
'* dcavour to eircite all they can influence 
*' againft it. As yet/' he adds, " we are 
•^ in the threfhing floor, corn mixed with 
*^ chaflF, good men grieve at the fociety of 
•* the wicked*." This paflfage is very fimir 
lar to that of Facundus, and makes it ex- 
tremely probable, that, in all chriftiati coun* 
tries^ there were great numbers of unita« 
rians, fufficiently known to be fo, in com-i» 
munion with the catholic church, without 
being moleited. 

♦ Vera dei ccclefia, cui non funt bsereticorum ignotae 
procellae, non eft ilia quae chriftum gratia non natura deum 
confitetur; — Adverfus illam omnes haeretici, tarn qui ab 
ea manifefte abfciifi atque divifi funt, quam hi qui intra 
earn pofiti, fpiritaliter ab ea diflfentiunt (quos fortiter fan£bi 
fidelium tolerat charitas) Temper arma corripiunt, eamque 
falfis criminationibus infeftari non definunt, atque eos quos 
fub potueruDt erroribus in ejus nituntut invidiam concitaref 

Adhuc, inquit in area fumus, mjxta Alnt frumenta 

cum paleis, gemunt boni confortia malorum : fed Aipereft 
flamn^a, non neceflariis, et |>arata funt horrea jalh probati, 
in his ttttiovdixi diutius fuperfluum aeftimo. Bib. Pat. vol* 

5f ?• 4'99- 
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SECTION ir. 

Of the State of the Unitarians after the fixth 

Century, 



TX7 E muft not expeft to find any diftind; 
account of the unitarians, or the con'« 
dition they were in, in what are called t£e 
dark ages. There can he no doubt, how- 
ever, but that they continued to be in thc^ 
fame ftate in which they had been in the 
preceding period, i. e. not very confpicuous, 
or forming many feparate focieties, at leaft, 
fuch as the hiilorians of the time had any 
knowledge of i but mixed with other chrifr 
tians, though without making any fecret of 
their opinions. Of this, though there are 
no diftinct accounts, there are fu0icient 
traces. I have noted only a few, as they 
happened to fall under my obfervatioDi 
when I was reading for other purpofes* 

Pope Gregory the Great, who flouriflied 
about the clofe of the fixth century, (peaks 
of heretics who faid *' they did not envy 

'[ Chrift 
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** Chrift being God, becaufe they could 
*^ be fo if they would, confidering Chrift as 
** a mere man, and made a God by fa- 
** vour*/* Thefe muft have been unita- 
rians, for it is a language that was ncv^r 
held by Arians. 

In Bulgaria Sandiiis fays, that the Pho- 
tinians remained till the time of Pope 
Nicholas, about the year 860* Hift. p. 
117, Agobard fpeaks of Avitus having 
written againft them, but at what time does 
not appear -f-* 

For fome time the unitarians were called 
Bonofians, from Bonofus, biftiop of Ser- 
dica, in the latter end of the fourth, and 
the beginning of the fifth century. Men- 
tion is made of him as an unitarian^ along 

* Non invideo Chrifto deo faflo, quoniam fi volo, Qt 
ipfe poffum fieri. Qui Jefum Chriftum dominum nof- 
trum, non per myfterium conceptionis, fed per profeftum 
gratiae deum putavit, perverfa allegatione aflruens eum 
purum hominum natum : fed ut deus efTet, per meritUm 
profecifle, atque ab hoc seflimans et fe quoflibet alios pofle 
ci coequari, qui filii dei per gratiam fiunt. In Job. cap. 
35. p. no. C 

t Beatus quoque Avitus, Photinianorum hxreticorum 
▼alidiflimus expugnator. Adv. Fadicem, fe(^. 4i«p>«55« 

with 
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with Photinus, by Marius Mercator*, and 
alfo by Juftinian, who ranks him with 
Paulus Samofatenfis, Pbotius ( probabljr 
Photinus ) and Neftorius -f*. Mention is 
alfo made of the Bonofians in ^ council 
held at Orleans, A. D. 540 %. 

Sandius fays, that the Bonolians were the 
fame with the Felicians^ fo called from Fe<^ 
lix, of Urgella in Spain, who, in conjunct 
tion with Elipandus, of Toled6^ taught 
heretical do<Arines with refped; to the tri« 
nity, A. D. 780 (Hift. p. 360) and that 
thi$ Elipandus held the fame opinions with 
Sabellius, he fays, appears from a copy of 
his confeflion to Beatus and Heteriu^. He 
adds, that the four preceding biihops of 
Toledo, who compiled the Toledan Gothic 

* Hunc itaque Hebionum phiiofophum fecutus Mar- 
cellus Galata eft, Photinus quoque, et ultioii^ tcippoiibua 
Serdiceniis Bonofus, qui a Damafo urbis RoiBsr cpifcopo 
prsdamnatus eft. Opera, p. 165; 

NifOfioy avo^EjAoliiili, £ pi A. p. 1 22. 

X Judex civitatis vel loci, fi hjereticum aut Boaofisi- 
cum, vel cujuflibet a Iter! us haerefis facerdotPlQ^ qu^n 
cunqu€ perfonam de catholicis rebaptia^aiTe cognQvefiC- 
Bioii Concilia, vol. 2- pt^ z. p. 29* . 

liturgy. 
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liturgy, were of the fame opinion with him.^ 
Ibid, p, 120. 

Elipandus, however, may have been a 
Neftorian^ by his averting that Jefus Chrift 
was the adopted Son of God, as we karn 
from the tranfa£tions of the council of 
Frankfort in 794 *. ' . 

The Goths and Vandals, and all^ the 
other northern nations, which invaded the 
Roman empire, arc generally faid to have 
been Arians. But it is very poffible that 
this may have been faid without making 
proper diflindions, and that many of them 
were unitarians. Chilperic, king of the 
Franks, was probably one, at leaft fo was 
Leoyigild of Spain, who fent ambafladora 
to Chilperic in 585, as may be inferred 

* Adferunt igitur, fed falfis adfertionibus irretiti, do- 
ipinum noftrum Jefum Cbriftum, adoptivum dei filium 
de virgine natum ; quod divinis nequeunt adprobare do- 
cumentis. Hsc igitur dicentcs, aut in utero virginis euni 
fufpicantur adoptatum : quQd dici nefas eft, quia de bead, 
virgine inerarrabiliter fumpfit, non adopUvit, camem ; aut 
certe purum eum hdminem finedeo oatum, quod CQgitare 
impium eft, necefle eft fateantur. Binni Coneilta, vol. 3« 
pt. 2. p. 140^ 

from 



368 Unitarians after Book IIL 

from what Sandius fays of him, and his 
ambafTadors *. 

Some Sabellians, as well as Arians^ were 
condemned at a council held at Toledo, 
A. D. 400 -f-. Alfo unitarians, or Nefto- 
rians, feem to be alluded to in a council 
held in the fame city, A. D. 684 $• 

The Albigenfes, at leaft many of them, 
appear pretty clearly not to have been or- 
thodox with refpcft to the trinity ; but 
whether they were more generally Arians, 
or unitarians, I have not been able to deter^- 
mine, 

* Hift. p. 337, 338. 

f Si quis dixerit atque crediderit, deum patrem eun- 
dem efle filium vel paracletum, anathema fit. Si quis 
dixerit vel crediderit Hlium eundum ieffe patrem vel para* 
cletum, anathema fir. Si quis dixerit vel crediderit para- 
clctum cfle vel patrem vel filium, anathema fit. Si quis 
crediderit vcl dixerit. carnem tantum fine anima a filio del 
fuiiTe fufceptam anathema fit. Binnii Concilia, vol. x. 
p. 60. 

X Si quis igitur Jefii Chrifto dei filio, ex utero Marise 
virginis nato, aliquid aut divinitatis imminuit, aut de fuf* 
cepta humanitate fubducit, excepta fola lege peccati ; et 
non eum verum deum, hominemque perfeSum in una 
perfona fubfiftcntem fincerifSme credit, anathema fit, 
Binnii Concilia, vol. 3. p. 297. 

Of 
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Of thefe Albigenfes, Lifoius and Here- 
bert arc particularly mentioned^ as men of 
excellent moral charaders, who were ac- 
cufed of Manicheifme* However, when 
they were interrogated at Orleans, in I017, 
it appeared that they did not hold the doc* 
trine of the trinity*. 

In the fame uncertainty are the opinions 
of Peter Abelard, and thofe of his difciplc^ 
as he is called, Arnold of Brefcia* But it 
is no uncommon thing for the fame perfon 

. ♦ Fafta igitur perfcrutatione inter cleriCos, quotnodo 
unufquifque fentiret, et crederet ea, quae £des Catholica 
per do£lrinam apoftolicam incommutabiliter fervat ct pr»'» 
dicat:.. illi duo, videlicet Lifoius, et Heribertus ftatim 
fe aliter fentire non negantes, quales diu latuerant, manifeC- 
taverunt. Deinde vero plures ppft illos fe parti iltorum 
profitebantur haerere, nee ulla ratione fe poffe affirmabant 
ab illorum fegregare confortio. Quibus comperds, toitt 
rex, quam Pontificcs tritliores effeiSli interrogavcnuit 
illos fecretius, utpote viros ha£lenu8 in omni morum pro- 
bitate perutiliilimos, quorumji^nus Lifoius in monafterio 
fandlae crucis clericorum clariffimus habebatur : alter item 
Heribertus fanfli Petri ccclefise, cognomento Puellatiui 

capitalae fchofe tenebat dominium. Diccbant cniiii 

deliramenta efle, quidquid in veteri ac novo canone certi^ 
fignis ac prodigiis, veteribufijue teftatoribns de trtnitate 
unaque deitate beata confirmat audoritas. Binnii Coa« 
ciJia, vol. 3. pt^2. pt lyS. 

VcL. m. B b to 
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to be called an Arian by one writer, and an 
unitarian by another. Thus Lewis Hetzer 
is called an Arian by Sandius, who was 
himfelf an Arian (Hift. p. 424) whereas 
Moflieim (Hift. vol. 4. p. 1&3) reprefcnts 
him as having been of the fame opinion 
with Socinus. 

Abelard, howfver, was moft probably a 
Sabellian, as may be inferred from his coeq* 
parifon of the unity of the three perfon$ 
in the trinity to the unity of tht proportions 
ajfumption, and conc/iijion, of an oration. At 
leail it was fo underftood at a council held 
in 1x36*. What is faid of him on the oc* 
cafion of another council^ in 11 40, may per- 
haps (hew that, with refpcft to the trinity, 

* Quare de S. trinitatc docens et fcribens, tres peribnas, 
quas fandlaecclrcfianon vacua nomina tantum^fed resdiftine- 
tas, fuifque proprietatibus difcretis^haftenus et pie credidit, 
et fidejiter docuit, nimis attenuans, non bonis ufus exem- 
plis, inter caetera dixit : ficut eadem oratio eft propoGdo af- 
fumptio, et condudo, ita eadem eflentia eft pater^ et filius, 
et fpiritus fanftus. Ob hoc Sueffioni* provinciali contra 
cum fynodo fub praefentia Romanae fedis legati congrega- 
te, ab egregiis viris, et nominatis magiftris, Elberico Rhe- 
mcnfe, et Leuialdo Novarienfc, Sabeliianus hsereticus jo- 
dicaius, Binnii Concilia, vol. 3. pt. z» p^ ^gz» 

he 
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he was an Arian, with refped to the dodrinc 
of grace :a Pelagian, and with xefped .to the 
perfon of Chrift, a Neftorian *• ' 

it appears then, that, in all the^pqriods 
of antiquity, there were confiderable nuai- 
hers of unitarians, either avowed or con- 
cealed; and cfpccially among the AIbi<- 
genfes, tvho bore j(b noble a teftimony againii: 
the errors of the church of Rome. lUnita*- 
rians alfo appeared in great numbers about 
the .time of the reformation by: Lutherl 
But he andrCalvin, not going fo far, but 
retaining more fundamental corruptions of 
chriftianity than any that they aboliihed, 
employed all their influence to bear dowa 
thofe who did not cxa<3Jy agree with thcm^ 
and ftop ,w!bere they did. 

The ttHith has never, however, . heca 
without its witneflcs, perhaps, even in , no 
age or country ; and providence feems now 
to be opening a:iway Jbr the much -wider 
fpread, and the firmer eftablifhment of tha 
truth, efpeciaUyrin this country. ' 

♦ Ciim de trinitate loquiturj'fapit Arrium-c'cuin de gra- 
tia, fapit.felagium: cum^e-perfona ChriQI^-fapit Nofto^ 
rium. Binnii Concilia, vol. 3. pt. 2. p. 494* 

B b 2 That 
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That it is not improbable, but that, even 
in times of pretty great rigour, quiet peo- 
ple, who wrote nothing, and collected no 
difciples, would be permitted to continue 
in communion with the catholic church, 
notwithftanding their opinions were fuf* 
pedted, or known, to be heretical, may 
appear from the flate of things at homei 
in the laft, and the prefent age. 

Is it not well known that there are 
both Arians and Socinians members of the 
church of England, and even among the 
clergy thcmfelves, and yet, if they can re- 
concile it to their own minds to keep 
in communion with a trinitarian church, 
there are no attempts ttAdc to molcft them. 
Zealous as the heads of the church may 
be for the purity of its tenets, they think 
proper to connive at thcfe things, and fb 
they did in an age more zealous than this. 
The excellent Mr. Firmin was not only 
an avowed Socinian, and in communion 
with the church of England, but ia habits 
of intimacy with Tillotfon, and fomc of the 
moft diflinguifhed churchmen of his time# 

At 
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At prefcnt there are Arian and Sociiiian 
writers within the pale of the churchy and 
yet they are not excommunicated. ,Such a 
thing as this might not have pafTed fo eafily 
in the time of Theodofius. But even then I 
make no doubt, but that perfons who 
could content themfelVcs without difturb- 
ing others, would not have been molefted, 

Perfons who do not bona fide hold the 
acknowledged tenets of any church (t mean 
fuch great and diftinguiftied ones as thof^ 
' relating to the objedl of worftiip) ought to 
withdraw themfclves from it, and not, 
by continuing in communion with it, to 
countenance its errors. But how many 
are there who do not fee the thing in this 
light, or whofe habits and prejudices are 
fuch, that they cannot bring themfelves to 
adt as I think every principle of honour, 
as well as of religion, didates ; .and yet I 
cannot call all fuch perfons hypocrites, 
doing what they themfelves know and feeL 
to be wrong. They have cxcufes, which I 
doubt not, fatisfy their own minds, though 
they do not fatisfy me. Great allowance 
U alfo to be made for the force of h»bit, 

B b 3 and 
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and even for a natural timidity. Tlierc 
are many Erafmus's for one Luther, many 
Dr. Clarke's for one Whifton, a name, 
which notwithftanding the wtakncfs of 
his judgment in fome things, ought never 
to be mentioned without refpedr, on ac^ 
count of his almofl lingular and unpa« 
ralelled uprightnefs. 

As to the common people, the idiota of 
Tertullian, we generally fee that, as they 
are not innovators in dodrine^ they go to 
public worlhip where they have been ufed 
to do, without any nice difcriminatioh of 
what is tranfaAed there; and the obferva-^ 
tion will generally apply to the bulk of the 
inferior clergy. When Henry VIII. re- 
formed the church of England, how m^ny 
joined him in it, who would never hwd 
dftclared themfelves diffcnters from the cfta- 
blifhed church ? 

Thefe confiderations, which are founded 
on fuch a knowledge of hunian nature as 
we may learn from all hiftory, and 6ur own 
daily obfervation, may render it credible, that 
the majority of the common people, might 
be unitarians, and vet continue in tomiiiu- 

nion 
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nion with the church, after its forms became 
Irinitarian, cfpecially as they would not 
becomt: fo all at once. In the mod ancient 
liturgies, there were no prayers addrefled to 
Chrift; and as the members of chriftiaa 
focieties were not required to fubfcribe to 
any thing, there was nothing that they 
were expedled to bear a part in, concerning 
which they might not be able to fktisfy 
themfelves. 

The cafe is the fame^ in a greater or lefs 
degree, at all times, and in all churches* 
Quiet people will generally be indulged 
in their own way of thinking, and they 
are only thofe who difturb others that are 
themfelres diftiirbed. 
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CHAPTER XVII, 

OfPbilofophical Unitarianifm. 

T5 E S I P E S the Jimple unitarianifm abovQ 
defcribed, or the doftrine of Chrift bg^ 
ing a mere man, infpirecj by God, which 
was the belief of the generality of chriftians 
of lower Tinkf there was like wife, in early 
times, what may be called a philojopbical 
un}tarianifm^ or an explanation of the doc- 
trine concerning Chrift on the principles 
of the philpfophy of thofe times. And this 
deferves the more notice, as it probably 
gave Qccafion to what is commonly called 
the pairipajftan dodrine^ if fpph a doftripc 
was ever really maintained , 

As the fpn was fuppofed tp emit rays^ 
and draw them into himfelf again, fo the 
Piyine Bping, of whom they iinagined thp 
fun to be an image, they lij^ewife fuppofed^ 



V^*' 
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emitted a kind of efflux^ or divine ray^ to 
which they fometimes gave the name of logos^ 
which might be attached to any particular 
fubftance, or perfon, and then be drawn 
into the Divine Being again. Such a di- 
vine efflux was imagined to have been the 
caufe of the appearances of God in the Old 
Teftament, and likewife to have been im- 
parted to Jefus Chrifti who, neverthelefs, 
was a mere man. For before his baptifm 
they fuppofed that he had not this divine 
ray, and that it would leave him when it 
had enabled him to aft the part afGgned to 
him. 

This doftrine preceded that of the^(?r- 

# 

manent' perfonijication oj the logos. It is par- 
ticularly defcribed by Juftin Martyr, and 
it is remarkable, that, though he docs not 
adopt it, he paffes no cenfure upon it, 
which is a proof that, in his opinion, it 
was not hereticaL 

** There are,*' he fays, *• fome I know, 
*' whp fay that the divine power which 
^* appeared to Mofflfi, and Abraham, and 
^* Jacob, was called an angel, from his de- 

*' livering 
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** livcring the will of God to men, and a 
*' ^/^ry, when he appeared in an ineffable 
*' manner, and a tnan^ when, at the will of 
** the Father, he appeared in that form; 
*' and logos^ when he brought the will of 
** God to man ; but that this power is in- 
** feparable from the Father, as a beam of 
*• light is from the fun, fince, when he 
*' fets, he takes his beams with him. Thus 
** they fay the Father, when he pleafes, 
** makes this power to go out of him, and 
«* when he pleafes, takes it into him again. 
** In the fame manner, they fay, angels 
** exift. But that angels are permanent bc- 
** ings, and do not return into that from 
** which they had their origin, I have 
*' fhewn. And that this power, which the 
** prophets call God^ and angel^ is not like 
*' a beam of the fun, but numerically dif- 
*' ferent from it, I have briefly (hewn 
*' above ; when I proved that this powef 
** is produced by the Father's power, and 
** at his will, but yet not a thing cut 
'* off from him, fo as to diminish his 
** eifence, but like the lighting of one 
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*' fire from another, which is not thereby 
^Meflened.*" ' 

Whitby fays that Clethens Alexatidrinus 
fpeaks of this doiStrrn^ with approbation. 

KEiv mv ^uvofMV T>]V ^a^a ts 'sroil^os twv oAcjv (poofsiaav t«y Mft}^£i i) 

"STpooSft), g7£<3v) ii avkg ra 'mofa m valpog rot; av^po'jrot^ ayfk>oJieu^ 

avBpaTov xa?i£i(T^cxiy ETrei^n sv fM^^oug roiaulaug (Tx?^fjLc3iiofABv@' 
^Mvelcu aKTTre^ pHXiiat o 'sral^g, xai Xoyov fcoO^aiv t'prsth not rexg 
^a^a TH 'SJocl^o; 0fM>dag fe^ei Toig dv^^coTTOig. Alfjoflbv h xAi axfi* 
firov m isaipoq ravhiv njv iyva/MV vrafx^h witefl^OTtov ro t8 mf^S 
(paai fug sm yng stvcu eSf/afhv not axfii^rov ovT®- ts itXis & fit 
Ti^avUf xoa olav hany owa'TCofegBlcu to ^g^ ttlug o *vahf olav fykn* 
laiy }ieyii(n, ^wofjuv avla "SfpoTmiav ^otst^ xai olotv fifikXiau vaXof 
avare>^£t eig savlov. Kola t«7ov toV T^tmov Hou tig ayyiiag ^oaif 
avJov ^i^cefnt8(nv. A^' oTt fjtsv kv wiv ayfiXoi^ jlai aei fwnileg^ hm 
fAn exvoT^ofxtvoi tig ateivo si nfJFt^ ysyovdo'iv^ ovoS^uto, Km A 
iuvofjug au% r^v not Ssov xoTiSi o wgofiiltwg Xoyag^ 3ia iWtihXatv aw- 
ceJIug aTTohhiKlat^ xai (zy/sAov, 8%, ^g to th riida fag ovofiaSi fAovov 
ofiifAiilM^ a»^ xai a^t&f/M ilepov ri ert, xai cv to(( vr^uffifMmg 
iia Ppax^^v '^^ ^oyov s^iilaixa^ eiTTuv ttiv iuvafjuv rauhv yiyemKr^at 
aiei T» iffoG^og ^uva/iei xai PaXn aula, aX^' s xcHa avr6lofmf^ tag auro* 
fUft^o/iivfis mg TH 'srdlgog atriagi (moui ra o^^ 'tmlaiitfttof/iivai 
xai TtfivofjLEva x ra aula eriv a xai ^gtv rfiridnvat* Keu wofOi* ' 
iuyfAcdf^ X^giv ^a^Ei?irif£iv ra ag awo.^ufog ava^oftem vuga 
ilifa opafjBEv^ ahv ef^arlnfjievii zxuvs^ £| s avafOtwai '8J0>M ^avlai^ 
gi^^sok towIh /Aevovl&'t Dial. p. 41 2. 

He 
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He alifo fays, "it is particularly remark- 
*' able, that Juftin Martyr, though he did 
•* not approve of this doftrine, pafles it 
•* without any cenfure, or mark of herefy *." 
They who adopted this notion would na- 
turally fay, that the divinity of Chrift was 
only that of the Father refiding in him ; 
and it is not impoffible but that, as they arc 
charged by their adverfaries, they mighty on 
this principle, fay, that Chrift was God; 
and the divinity being the fame in both, 
that he was the very fame with the Father. 
The Holy Spirit being another divine efflux, 
they might alfo fay, that all the three per- 
fons were one. Farther, though the thing 
is hardly probable, efpecially as it is, in a 
manner, given up by fome of their antago* 
nifts, they might fay, that fince Chrift fuf- 

* Ubi praecipuc notandum eft, Juflinum quidem faj- 
tentiam bance improbare, earn vero fine cenfura aut bacre- 
feos nota dimittere. Sententiam hancce, quam poftNoetum 
et Praxeam, Sabelllus propugnavit, Clement! Alexandrino 
ex Paedagogia fua placuifTe non fine ratione exiftiiiio; 
eamque poftea renovabat, et pro ea acriter contendebat| 
Marcellus Ancyrae cpifcopus. Difquifitioncs Modeftab, 
P- 173- 

fcrcd 
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fered while this divine ray, or logos, was in 
him, it alfo fufFered along with him. For, 
according to thepbilbfophy^of thofe times, 
though the foprDnbe .feeing himfelf was iiv* 
caps^ble either of evil or of paffion, yet other 
beings, derived even from his iuhftaftcc, 
were capable of thofe affcdions. They 
might therefore .imagine, that the logos, 
while out of the deity\ might fufFer together 
with the perfon to whom it was attached ; 
and hence they might get the nzmc of patru 
pajjians. This, however, would never apply 
to any but philofophers. The common 
people are defcribed as fimple unitarians^ 
without having any fuch whimfical hypor 
thefis as this. 

This opinion of the logos being fomething 
like ^ divine ray^ emitted from the Father, 
and properly belonging to him, though for a 
time attached to the perfon of Chrift, may 
be traced in Origen and others ; and it is 
afcribed to almoft all the eminent men 
among the unitarians, as late as Marcellus. 
For it does not appear that his difciple Pho* 
tin us was ever charged with it* 

Orijen, 
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Origen, after faying that Chrift is the 
God of the dead as well as of the livings 
fays, that '^ perhaps God the logos is God 
•* to thofe who place everything in him, 
^* thinking him to be the fame with tba 
•• Father •/' Celfus objefting to chriftians 
that, '* while they cxckimed againft poly- 
'* theifm, think they do not offend by wor- 
*' (hipping his fervant.-' Origen replies, 
^' that he would not have made this object 
'^^ tion, if he had under(lood -wjiat our Sa« 
•* viour fays, that he and his Father were 
** one," which union he explains by the 
union of chrift'ians, who had one heart and 
one mind. ** This," he fays, ** is a fufficient 
*' argument, without having rccourfc to the 
** fentiments of thofe who maintain, that 
*' the Father and the Son are not two by- 
'• poftafes •f' /' by which he tnuft have 

* O ig Sfo; >joyoi raxct tuv ev cwla ifoe^ ro «ay« ^ jo^ yra' 
7cfa avhv vofuiovlav frf ^^og. Comment, vol. 2* p. 48. 

+ 07* SITTER vivoYiKei KtXcTog to, Byu iC^ fssakp cv £^/ay • mm X9 
cv ft/xn ei^vifuvov vtto m via th ^ea sv ru, XI; zyu xaiaustf tcryua^ ioi aw 
6iA> ntfAOf 9^ a>>m ^E^wTTiVEiv 'sczpa Tcv ETTt Tsoffi Scoy. O yap ma* 
7»if , picriv, SV sfMoi^ xaya ev t« 'ttoI^i . « 3f , t<j sh THhav mpifffcap^ 
ffilaip (/.ti IS/] cfviofAoT^aiA-v iffpo^ ts; avM^avijtg 3j/o mai wroraa-ug. 
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meant the Sabellians, whofe dodrinc, as far 
as it may be faid to have differed from that of^ 
the {imple unitarians, was the philofophical 
unitarianifmdefcribed above. •' TheSabcl- 
" lians," fays, Novatian, ** while they fay 
** that Chrift is a mere man, yct,^in a ihan- 
" ner, make him to be not the Son, but the 
*♦ Father, and the Father omnipotent */' 

Origenwell defcribes thedrfi^rent claffes of 
unitariansof his time in the following paifage: 
** Hence may be folved the doubts which 
** difturb many, who alledge a principle of 
^^ piety, and a fear of making two Gods, 
* and by this means fall into falfe and im- 
*' pious opinions \ either denying that the 
*' identity of the Son differs from that of 
*' the Father; faying, that the Son is Go(^ 
*' only in name, or denying the divinity of 
'* the Son, while they allow his identity; 

vcSi^a t^ uiov • gmmo'CLld) t« . tjv Sk vavim ray 'aiTZvcailm u KO^iiae. 
^ w 4^X»i f^ot^ *va ^lapYitnt to, syoi J^ o, zFcdiip ev sa-fiev. Ad Cel;! 
fum, lib. 8. p. 385. 

* Siquidem Cbriftus non filrus, fed pater creditur, ct 
novo more dum ab iQh dedride* homo nudus adf^ritur^ 
per eos, rurfum Cbriftus pater deus omnipocens compro- 
^atur. Cap. 12. p. 40. 

I ** and 



384 Philofophical Book III, 

** and that he is a different pcrfon from the 
'* Father, &c * " The firft that he defcribes 
were the philofophical unitarians, who al- 
lowed the divinity of the Son, but faid it 
was the fame with that of the Father ; 
whereas the latter (probably the common 
people) denied the divinity of the Son alto- 
gether. It is evident from this paffage, that 
the unitarians, in the time of Origen, were 
numerous ; for he calls them many^ which 
he would not have done unneceffarily. The 
argument by which he folves their doubts 
has been mentioned before, viz. that the 
Father is God, with the article prefixed^ and 
the Son without it. 

* Km to vo>^; p>>o^sii; stvai n^o^ucvs; rafaffffc$, &/>^8fU9iig 
cvo avayo^EucM ^£«j, xcu 'sjo^a ntlo 'at^miTflofloLi -^ftJ^n uau oat* 
Qta-i ioyfAourtif^ ^01 ofvsfjLsvag t^idb9a vtit eJepav mofa tw to mcOfOf 
ctJL6Koy«^ ^ov tivou Toy fASXfi ovcfjLcS®- map auloi; tnw mporae^^ 
f£vcfAim. H afWHfuvHs Tw ^ohrra to wow, nMlas h cuSk my 
i3id?»fla, ncu rm atruxv xdla mtpiypceprtv Jvyxptvaffav ilspcBf w vo^f, 
tHeu^sv >^s(T^ai ^walai • Xcx7eov yof etuloif olt j^e fjta oAAs®' b 
Stcf £n, woTTfp KM XcJltif ^70% IV TO isf^og Tov fffcStp^ ofxn . iiwyi- 
waxucri at TOV ymw aX>i$<yov %iav ; 'acn Je to vofa to otiObAf®* 
ySox?i TV vum %iM©- ^iOTroia/um^ an o 9f o; , aX>a Sw^ nv^uSt' 
ftv av Mycilo a 'scala^ o th^Moko^ wa^j *7to"£«(, o/e vo^hi TW 
-STfOf TOV ^mzivM, Injohan. Comment, vol. a- p. .46. 

It 



Chap. XVII. Vnitarianifm. 585 

It does not ippear that the perfqas to 
whom Origen refers were charged witj^ 
&ying that the Father fufered ; but this if 
exprefsly alledged againfl; NoetuS| who^ at 
Epiphanius fays^ ^^ fcrijipled not to fay as 
** much.*' Being interrogated conccfning his 
do(ftrine, he fai^t ** W^at evil have I done ? 
*^ I hpnovf oQe God;. \ know hut /pne^ and 
** no other, befides him who was bprhi 
** fuffered and died*. 

This writer acquits the Sabellians of this 
charge. For he fays that ** the Sabellians 
** agree in every thing with the Noetians^ 
** except that they deny that the Father 
^' fulFered \'' But Auftin blames him for 
making that difference \. And Epiphanius 

«xxoy 99SIW at/73, 7ffym9t/}a, mvKwh^o^ aitvlkeKAo^ Hser. 57* 
Opera, vol. 1. p. 480. 

>^£r^t yaf (jek nn7n\^tMi rof ^oOe^a, Anacepfaalofis, Open, 
voK 2» p. 144. 

X tJiide vero fit fadum, et ^toetianos ut SabelIiano» nod 
unius hxrefis duo nomina, fed tanquam duas baerefes fa- 
pradiSus epifcopus poneret, liquido invenire non potut s 
quU fi quid inter fe dHFerunt, tani obfcure dixit, ftudio 

\^. UJ. C c forfitw ^ 
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afcribes to them the proper principle of 
philofophical unitarianifm in the following 
paflage. ** The Sabellians fay that the 
*' Son was fent from the Father, as a beam 
*' of light from the fun, to adminifter 
'* every thing relating to'thegofpel difpen- 
** fation, and the falvation of men, and was 
*^ then drawn up into heaven, like a beam 
*' of light, which returns to the fun */' 
In another defcription of their principles, 
he is, perhaps, not quite fo accurate. 
*' Sabellius faid, there was but one hypof- 
** tafis, and the Father, Son, and Spirit, 
** three names of it j or, as in man, there 
** are the body, foul, and fpirit; the body 

forfitan brevltatis, ut non intelligam. Loco quippe ifto, 
quo et non tarn longe a Noetianis, Sabellianos commemo- 
rans, SabcUiani inquit fimilia Noeto dogmatizantes, praeter 
hoc, quod dicunt patrem non efTe pafTum, quomodo de 
Sabellianis intelligi poteft, cum Ac innotuerint dicere pa- 
trem paiTum, ut Patripaffiani quam Sabelliani crebriusnun- 
cupentur. De Haerefibus, lib. i. Opera, vol. 6. p. 91- 

* Ylzfijphvjla 3e tov vm uai^u wo7e, uavrsf aititva^ km e^aaa- 
fxivcv ra 'siccvla, ev tu fctxrfAco ra m; outovofjuag mg zvaffT&mengy not 
culepag TOV avB^uTTuv^ ava>ai^^£vla h au9ig ug nfcem^ ug vm nXuc 
fssiyi(p^i\cca ofilivay xai 'sa?jv eig tov mov osvai^afAUffav. Haen 62. 
Of era, vol. i. p:5i3. 

'* being 
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** being the Father, the foul the Son, and 
" the fpirit the Holy Spirit*." 

This philofophical unitarianifm is the 
doftrine afcribed by Tertullian to Praxeas, 
though he fpeaks of the common people as 
fimple unitarians. " He fays, that the Fa- 
'* ther, Son, and Holy Spirit are the fame+." 
He likewife calls him a Fatripaffian^ and 
fays, that ** he firft carried the Patripaffian 
'* doctrine into Rome J." They are Pa- 
tripaflians alfo whom Cyprian enumerates 
among heretics. Epift. Opera, p. 200. 

Beaufobre thinks that the charge of Pa- 
tripaflianifm was entirely founded on a mif* 
take, and as Lardner obferves, Auftin only 
inferred that the Sabellians held that doc- 

^ Tov ftv7oy max 'moGe^ay rov avlav viov, tov avlov eivcu ar^m 
fusviv^ux ' a; eivM ev fjua imoTOdBi r^etg ovofjiaaia^y n wj sv av^ga7r» 
crccfjLcCy Kai iJ/I'xti, kou 'sjvev/jim . hcu bivou fxsv ro (rufxa^ ag bitteiv tov 
mtxit^ay %j/i/%>jv 3e cog Emm rov viovy to wi/eufjux Je wj av^f wtts, iilag 
KOU TO ayiQv w/Ev^jta ev tm ^Eolifli, Haer. 62. Opera, vol. i« 

P-5'3- 

f Dum unicum deum non alias putat <;redendum^ 
quam fi ipfum eundemque et patrem, filiutil, et ipiritum 

fanftum dicat. Itaquc poft tempus pater natus, et pa* 

ter pafTus : ipfe deus, dominus omnipotens, Jefus Chrifiusi 
praedicatur. Adv. Praxeam, feft, 2. Opera, p. 501. 

X Ibid, feft, I. p. 500.' 

C c 2 trine 
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trine (Credibility, vol. 4. p. 450). Beau- 
fobre accounts for the mifreprefehtation of 
the ancients, by fuppofing that they con- 
founded the terms word of God and Son of 
God, becaufe in the theology of the church 
they were the fame, though in the mind of 
a Sabellian they were very diffei^ent. Hif- 
toire de Manicheifme, vol. i. p. 539. 

It is very poflible that Tertullian and 
others might give the epithet of heretical 
to the unitarian dodtrine in this obnoxious 
form only. For it is evident that he did 
not confider the fimple unitarians as here- 
tics, for he fays they were the fntijor pars 
credentium, the majority of the believers, 

Marcellus is generally defcribed as being 
what I call a philofophical unitarian, but 
he is not faid to have been a Patripaffian. 
According to Theodoret, he held th« 
** Chrift came as an extenfion of the Fa- 
** ther's divinity. This he called God the 
^' logos ; but after all the ceconomy" (that 
is, when the gofpel difpenfation flidl be 
accompliflied) " it will be again drawn into 
*' him, and centered in God, from whom 
*' it had been extended. Recalled the Holy 

** Spirit 
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^^ Spirit an ejctenfion of an cxtcnfion, and 
*' faid that this Was given to the apoftlqsl'^." 

Beryllus, one of the firft who is noticed 
as ai;i unitarian, though celebrated for the 
elegance of his writings, is not faid to have 
been a PatripafSaij. He only held that 
** Chrift had no proper fubfiftence till he 
*' came into this world, and had no divinity 
*' of his own, but only that of the Father 
*' refidyig in^vimf'.'' 

It is allowed by Tertullian, that the Pa- 
tripafEans, ?s well as the orthodox, faid 
that the Father hinafejf was impaflible. 
That was an univerfal mjDcim concerning 
the divine nature '^ but they faid that the 
Father had compaffion for the Son. Whe- 
ther this compaflion was afcribed by thpi^ 

* EkIojo-iv Se rtva rri^ T8 *moil^og ScoMof f piKTfiv £tg rev xJS^rov 
fX7]>^$Eva<, xai raubiv Beov T^oy laa^^a't . fiilah mv (Tuym^oot 
otKOVOfjucw 'SToTuv ccvatxTTao^cu^ KM avToCknvaiM^o^ tov Seov, c| a^'^g 
.«|£7a$7j . TO 3f 'srcxvayicv Wfevfju* vagadc^iv mj cj^Wcwj xeyct, hch 
rauhv rpig ayrorc9^i^ vofoa-xB^c^* Hser. Fa^. lib..5(. cap« i^. 
Opera, vol. 4. p. 224- 

fo^ax voTjfzii^aff^c^. Hift. lib; 5. gap« 22. YoI^aI* P* 37^* 

Cc3 to 
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to the Father himfelf, or only to the di- 
vine ray, or logos, that was in Chrift, does 
not appear. Perhaps it was the latter. On 
this fubjedt Tcrtullian replies to them as 
follows. *' Wherefore neither had the Fa- 
" ther compaffion for the Son. For fo, 
*' thinking to avoid a direft blafphemy, 
•* they think it will be leflened in this man- 
" ner ; granting that the Father and Son 
" are twoperfons, the Son fufFering,and the 
*^ Father fympathizing with him. But in 
" this they are foolifh ; for what is fympa^ 
*' ihizingy but fufFering with another *.** 

Notwithftanding this mode in which the 
unitarian doftrine was held by fomc philo- 
fcphizing perfons, it appears that they were 
confidered as being mere unitarians, as much 
as the common people, to whom this mode 

* Ergo nee compafTus eft pater filio ; fie cnim direc- 
tam blafphemiam in patrem veriti, diminui earn hocmodo 
fpcrant, conccdcntcs jam patrem et filium duos effe; fi 
filius quidcm patitur, pater vero eompatitur. Stulti in 
hoc. Qiiid eft enim compati, quam cum alio pati ? Porro, 
fi impaiTjbilis pater, utique et incompaffibilis. Aut fi com- 
paffibilis utique paffibills. Nihil ei vel hoc timorc tuo 
praeftas. Times dicere paflibilem, quern dicis compaffi- 
biltm. Ad Praxeam, fcft! 29. p. 318, 

of 
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of explaining the doftrine nauft have been 
unintelligible ^ and all the more diftin- 
guiftied unitarians of that age, whether they 
be faid to explain their fentiments in this 
manner, or not, are reprefented as holding 
the fame opinion, and the very fame that 
was maintained by the Jews. Thus Sa- 
bcUius, Marcellus, and Photinus, are all 
clafTed together by Chryfoftom^; and in- 
jftances frequently occur, in whieh all thefe 
arc faid to hold the fame doftrine with Ar- 
temon, Theodotus, and Paulus Samofatenfis. 
That Sabellius in particular, though he is 
generally reprefented as a Patripaffian, was 
nevertheiefs a proper unitarian^ who be- 
lieved Chrift to have no proper divinity of 
his own, is evident from the arguments 
with which his antagonifts prefs him.--r 
Thus Epiphanius, in anfwer to the Sabel- 
lians, fays that " Jefus came the Son of G04 
** to the river Jordan -f-." 

76iw)f. In Heb. Opera, vol. lo. p« 1763. 

n (Aofu^ict TH lo^iavs^ ug niifi emov . viog yap sv lo^iavn oXudfio; vcb^ 
foyifslou. Ancoratus, fe£b. 119. Opera, vol. 2. p. I2i. 

C c 4 Whatever 
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Whatever Sabellianifm was, whether the 
more fimple, or the more philofophical 
kind of unitarianifm, it appears to have been 
very popular in Africa, and to have had 
many adherents among the bifhops of that 
country. Athanafius makes heavy com«^ 
plaints on this fubje£t, faying, as was 
quoted before, that Sabellianifm prevailed 
fo much there, that the Son of God was 
hardly preached in the churches. 

The controverfy with the philofophical 
unitarians took a turn confiderably different 
from that with the fimple unitarians/ and 
unfortunately led the orthodox into an em* 
barraflment and inconfiftency, which be* 
came very apparent when the Arian con- 
troverfy arofe. And, indeed, the language 
that had been adopted as proper for the 
controverfy with the philofophical unita^ 
rians, appears to have contributed very much 
to the rife of Arianifm. For as thefe learned 
unitarians aiTerted that the Father, Son, and 
Spirit (meaning the divinity belonging to. 
them) were the fame^ their adyerfarics had 
incautioufly advanced, that they wer? ejfen-^^ 
tially different, and that the Father and Son 

bad 
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had even different natures. And fo far were 
the orthodox, in this ftate. of things, from 
aOTertipg, as they did at the council of 
Nice, that the Son was confubjiantial with 
the father, that they were the firft to 
affert the diredt contrary, as they did in 
the condemnation of Paulas Samofateniis. 
Thus Bafil fayS| " that they who CQndeqinc4 
f * him rejeded the word confubftantjial */* 
But this language was retraced whei^ 
Arius was to be condesnned. So different 
a thing was the orthodOixy of the different 
periods. Optati^s, and others, acknowledge 
that the famous term conful^^ntial^ was 
firft introduced in the Sabellian contro* 
verfy, when it feem3 to have been ufed by 
the Sahellians, and difclaimed by the ocr 
thodox, whofe object was to diftinguifh the 
members of the trinity, which the Sahel- 
lians were charged with confounding (Lib. i. 
p. 8.) Origen, in anfwer to the S^beU 

^ TAV ^e|iv tag afi zmrmfAov • &paaav ya^ sKttvoi mv T8 of/tw^m 'feo^ 
vriv 'STO^tr^ moiav acux; re x} rm qsni aSh$y c^$ t£ Kahtpapu^icrw 

Eoift. 300. Operaji vol, j, p. 292, 
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lians, fliows, that in feveral places the Fa- 
ther and Chrift are fpoken of as different 
perfons, efpecially when the Father is faid 
to raife Chrift from the dead *. I have ob- 
fervcd that Origen exprefsly maintained 
that the Son had an ejfence different from 
that of the Father ; and he makes it an ob« 
je£tion to the unitarians, that they made 
the eflencc of both to be the fame. " Be- 
^' caufe/' fays he, " Chrift is called the true 
*« light, and in the.epiftle of John God 
** is called light, feme think that the ef- 
** fence of the Son does not differ from 
" that of the Father t." On this account, 
among others, the orthodoxy of Origen was 
called in queftion by fome after the Arian 
controverfy ^ whereas it is very evident that 

^ yida Sf Tiila iiK aHoTTov en tov oyuoT^oy^sHa yaHzit iwaff%ai 'Stmt 
tav iM\ Ti ^Xetdi tov 'ssoQi^a iffoiisvlix ^ T^syo^a oli o ie eof 'srcHtif 
fssoisi Tavia ofxciug xj o vie; woiCi, tov vvc^ov OTrep to cufM n» vytryeg' 
xEVflM, 'Tif 'BToif oj avio Tiilo Xfi^^iof^^i ov 'ST/JOifya^itCTtf J Kenltxn eyir/ig* 
KEVM Xj^^'ov zKnu^m. Comment, vol. 2. p- p. 187- 

m aula Icca^jva £7riro>^y} Xiyilai ^eog mcu (pag^ /jlev ti; oislcu km 
evlev^ev xalouTKEuaiia^cu n aaia fm Jigrnxcvoi T8 vmj tov vcSeg^ 
Ibid. p. 70. 

both 
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both his opinions, and his language, were 
the very fame that were held by all the 
orthodox of his own age ; and Athanafius 
and others made allowance for this, and 
apologized for him, as they alfo did for 
Dionyfius of Alexandria, who is often called* 
the Father of Arianifm, 

Though the orthodox found it conve- 
nient to change the ufe of this word con- 
fubjlantial when the circumftances of things 
were changed, the unitarians did not; and 
therefore Marcellus and Euftathius of An- 
tioch, his difciple, declared loudly for it, 
at the council of Nice, as Beaufobre ob- 
ferves*. 

There is another circumftance relating to 
this controverfy that deferves to be particu- 
larly noticed ; as it alfo (hews what different 
ideas, and what different language, men will 
adopt in different fiiuations. As the philo- 
fophical unitarians held that the Father, Son, 
and Spirit (meaning the divinity belonging 
to them) were the fame, and alledged in 

* Hift. de Manicheifme, vol. i. p. 542. 

proof 
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proof of this our Saviour (aying / amd mj 
Fatter are one \ the orthodox, in anfwcr to 
them, faid that the one was in the neuter 
gender, and therefore, that the unity be- 
tween them was not an unity of tjfence^ but 
only of barmcny^ and affeSion. Novatiaa 
fays, that '^ becaufe Chrift fays they wen 
*' one^ in the neuter gender, let the heretics 
^* underAand that it fignifies the concord 
•* of fociety, not unity of pcrfon*." This is 
the very explanation of this text, that the 
unitarians after the council of Nice always 
gave, when the orthodox availed them<% 
fclves of it, as a proof that the Father 
and the Son were one in ejfcnce^ or were 
confnbjfantial to each other. Then nothing 
could be faid too high of the divinity of 
the Son. But Novatian, who lived before 
the Arian controvcrfy, f.ys, " Mod of the 
*' heretics, moved vi ith ihc greatnefn and 

• Qui potui'T ? i^icrrr, fgn ^utrr, fi patrrm rccfCr mr- 
piimflct. Et c/j-'i ii:\:; unum, intilligjnc hxretici qua 
lii>n dixit unus. I'runi cnim nct:rrM:tL'r pofitum focieo* 
tis concord! jzn 3 r.'.n unit-t.-m pfr.orix, foiut. Cap. 37. 
p. 99. 

<< truth 
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I 

*' truth of Chrift's divinity, extend his 
*' honours beyond bounds^ daring to call 
•* him not God the Son, but God the 
" Father binlftlf */' Thus the great ob- 
\t€t of the orthodox in the fecond century, 
was to make a God of Chrift, but a far in^ 
ferior God, and alfo a God of, or out of God 
the Father, left he fhould be thought to 
be another God, and independent of the Fa- 
ther. On the other hand, the great objeft 
of the orthodoxy of a later period, was to 
exalt the Son to a perfed: equality with the 
Father, fo as to allow the Father no ad- 
vantage but what was nominal^ or refpe<Sed 
mere order. Hence the difference of the 
language, and in the arguments of the two' 
different periods. While the unitarians 
always confidered the Father as the only 
true God, ^nd Chrift a mere tnan, the fer- 
vant of God. And if the more philofo* 

* Ut plerique hacFeticofum, divinitatis ipfius magnitUr 
dine et veritate commoti, ultra modum extendentes ho* 
xiores ejus, aufi iint non filium, fed ipfum deuxn patrem 
prQOiere yel putar^* Cap. 23. p- 87* 

phical 
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phical among them afcribed any divinity to 
him, it was only the divinity of the Father, 
refiding in him, and a6ling by him, and that 
only for a time; it being withdrawn from 
him again, when the purpofe of its emif* 
fion had been anfwered. 
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CHAPTER XVIII. 

Of the Principles and Arguments of the ancient 

Unitarians. 

T SHALL now proceed to give a diftindt 
view of the principles of the ancient uni- 
tarians, and of the arguments by which they 
defended them ; and I beg that my readers 
would compare them with the arguments 
of the trinitarians, of which an account has 
been given already. 



SEX t ION L 

Their Zeal for the Divine Unity, and their 

Senfe of the Word Logos^ 

ALL the denominations of unitarians* 

comprizing both the vulgar and the 

philofophical part of tHem, confidered them- 

felves as advocates for the unity of God, 

which they thought was infringed by their 

opponents. 
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opponents. Of this wc have fiifficient 
evidence in every period of their hiftory ; 
and thus much is acknowledged by all their 
adverfaries. Whatever their miftakes were 
it was owned that they were led into then 
by their dread of violating the firft, and the 
greatefi of all the principles of religioo, 
viz. that of the proper unity of the dhine 
nature. Sufficient evidence of this hath 
been given already; but to this viejv pf 
their arguments, I fliall prefix a few othfir 
paflages of the Fathers, which likewift 
clearly prove it. 

Origen evidently confidered the unita^P 
Tians as perfons who really dreaded left, by 
admitting Chrift to be God, they ihould 
infringe upon the honour that was due to 
the Father only. *« By thcic me^ns," he 
iays, *' may be explained that which £reatj|y 
** dlfturbs many perfons, who plead a pi-in« 
•* ciple of piety, and who fear to make 
*' two Gods *." He afterwards repun <o 
the fame fubjed, and introduce^ it 9s aa 

^vo avayof£V(Tau Comment, in JohanneBi, Edit. 'JfHttii, 
vol. 2. p. 46. 

2 objeAion 
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objcftioii of perlbns with whom he would 
not trifle, 'ind whom he was far from 
charging with hypocrify. "But fince,'* 
fays he, *' it is probable that many rtiay be ' 
** offended, becaufe we fay that one is the 
'* true God, namely, the Father, and- be- 
** fides this true God, there aire many who 
** are made gods by participation 5 fearing 
** that the glory of him> who exceeds all 
** creatures, (hould be brought down to 
** that of others, who obtained the appella* 
•* tion of Gods, &c.*" Origen, therefore, 
muft have thought refpedlfully of thofc 
early unitarians, and have confidered them 
as objecting to the. dodtrine of the. divinity 
of Chrift from the very beft principles. 

Novatian fays, that ** when they,'' the 
unitarians, '* obfcrve, that it is written there 
^' is but one God, they think that they 
** can.no otherwife maintain the truth of 
** this, than by afferting, either tbet Chrift is a. 

S(V8 Ses t8 'aotlpo; aTrayrs^^fxaiHy VtOfa h rov a><iSivov Ssov Scav 

hIiciv i;7rep£x^7of Jbjav Aa-ua-ai roig Xoi^ij mg Sepj 'apocyryopiot^ 
Tuyxcmaiiiic* Comment, in Johannem, Edit. Hiietii^ 
vol. 2. p. 46. 

Vol, III. D d '' mere 
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*' mere man, or that he is God the Fi» 

'' ther *. Eufebius fays, that '^ Marcellus 

'* wrote his book in order to afTert the 

*• the unity of God -f." He alfo fcyi, thai 

*' Marcellus gloried in acknowledging but 

** one God J/' Athanafius fays, that " the 

'^ followers of Marcellus and Photinus de- 

^' nied the pre-exiftence of Chrill, and his 

*^ divinity, and his cverlafting kingdom, 

** along with the Jews, on pretence of cfta- 

•• blilhing a monarchy §•'* *' They fo cor- 

^' rupt the facred faith of the gofpcl/* (ays 

Hilary, ^' that from a profciTion of rc« 

'* vercnce towards God, they denied the 

*' nativity of his only begotten Son, faying. 

* Qiiia cum aniinadvertercnt fcriptum cflfc quod urut 
fit dcub, iionulitcr putavcrant iHaiii tcnerc fe poflfc fcntts- 
tiam, nifi aut Iiomincm tantum Chriflum, aut ccrtedcua 
patrcni putircr.t liVc crciicnilunK Cap. 30. p. ilG. 

\ Ti^o f r7i «f7:i n«c;ai, ca ts \\a 7)0:^1(1* Sfciw Ec* ThebL 
lib. I. prcf. p. 57. 

} Ax>a «A ata\,rSi3Li avx^ na Sf:v c.3k»A. Ibid. cap. 1;. 
p. 80. 

X-o, Uc Synoilik Arnicn. Opera, vol. 1. p, S98. 

•« that 
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•' that therft is a protcnfion, rather than 
^* a defccnt into man */* In this he al-* 
ludes to the principles of the' philo/b-* 
phical unitarians* Gregory Naziaftzen, ad- 
dreffing the unitarians, calls them, by way 
of ridicule, (po^a^m^oi, 4>i>^d^zoi, as pretending 
to a great zeal for the honour of the 
Father, as the unbegotten, and without 
origin •f; and in another place he com- 
plains, that *' the greateft obftacle to the 
** reception of the truth, was the piety 
*' of his hearers J." He fays they had' 
zeal, but not according to knowledge, and 
therefore would be punifhed with few 
ftripes §. 

♦ Quidam ita evangelicae fidei corrumpunt facram^n* 
turn, ut fub unius dei pia tantum profeflione nativitatem 
nnigcniti dei abnegent : ut protenfio (It potius in homincm 
c]uam defcenfio. Lib. I. p. lo. 

13. p. 209. 
% AXK Sli KM roi^ oxxo rt iiSa^ksif yTn^xy^/ASvci^ ^arw ttom 

ji ^n/Mcn Ka^ifoQou iy o uwitm^. Or. !« p. 17. 

§ Ka< T!i7o Hi Xrytf, twt f^^lptcllipm j^ t vdsik nofttof to itc^^$ 

D d 2 rfoJ^ 



•« 



404 Principles and' Arguments Book IIL 

There is fomething particularly ftriking 
in the account that Epiphanius gives of the 
manner in which Sabellians would accoft 
men of plain underftanding on the (pbjcA 
of the unity of God, and the ufual effed of 
fuch zeal and good fenfe. ^* Well, my 
•' friends," fay they, *• have we one God, or 
*^ three Gods ? and when a pious pcrfoa, 
'' and one who is not fufficiently upon 
'* his guard, hears this, he is immediately 
'' alarmed, and aifcnts to his error, fo as 
*' to deny the Son, and the Holy Spirit ••" 

Cyril of Alexandria fays, that " they 
'' who acknowledged only one God, and 
'< who denied that he had generated a Soo 
'^ out of himfelf, pretended that it was from 
'* a principle of piety *f-." Bcaufobrc there- 

efci^ MaijM^ivcar.xv^ hit xcX\x; h(Cfinw^ ii( « 2a Mamm ^ 
'Kcvnfur.'^ T« iiJTrciMA &rXiv«a7cs aTyricrWif. Or. I. p. l8* 

TO. cafm r-*v ^iixv y^a/ptn 7iyc7»&v7vr, mv «M«nv 
Ta^Trv . Ti oaf ti'::itiui9y » ifl:i^ ha Sfrv txi^f^^^^ w T{fi( Sqk; 
oMKjr. fv tiKx^oA cv, x) fii! TA tOiui ti% mtpo} 
t^ui rgy vnv Taiox^uu ^MuJaii^f7ai m ui nt/r «JMni, €» 

wrvyitf. Ilxr. 62. 0|H.rj, vol. 1. p. 514. 
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therefore had reafon to acknowledge that 
Sabellianifm was innocent in its origin, and 
arofe from the fear of making more gods 
than one *. 

That the caufe of the unitarians was 
confidered as the fame with that of the 
Jews, the great advocates of the divine 
unity appears from Chryfoftom, who, 
fpeaking of the divinity of Chrift, as prov- 
ed from the Old Teftamcnt, fays, that <* if 
*^ any Jew, under the form of a chriftian, 
*' lift up his head (I mean Paul us Samofa- 
" tenfis) the fame arguments may be ufed 
** againft him;'' and afterwards, *• what 
** was faid againft the Jews, may be faid to 
** thdfe who have the fame origin +." M. 
Caleca alfo makes Sabellianifm to be the 
fame thing with Judaifm J. 

Julianum, lib. i. Jidiani, Opera, vol. 2. p* 22« 
* Hiftoir^ de Manichcifme, vol. i. p. 535, 

f ^i h sls^oi YifMii Inibuoq avaxuorlet ma>Jot, 'ssfwm'Jtw xptricem 

aTTo TYj; xMVYii >sye£v Aet Sk ra a^>>a aTCtf «»poj Ihogw^ ft(ii9ou% uoi 

^po; ra; a'jro ntln sivm. In Pf. 109. Opera, voU 3. p. saj* 

X Ou xhIo )^a^ oli vakf m' mou vfo^, Kdu epfm Wfwfju^ • vt-f 

Vpl. ?-p.203. 

Pd3 My 
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My readers will probably wifh to know 
in what Tenfc the ancient unitarians under* 
flood the term logo^ of which fo many dif- 
ferent opinions have been entertained by 
chrifliansj and on this head it is in my 
power to give them the mod complete fa^^ 
tisfajftion* The logos has been fo long con- 
fidercd by the generality of chriftians a$ fy^ 
nonympus to Cbriji^ that they think any 
other interpretation to be harfh aqd uqna- 
.tural. SQcinus himfelf, and many who arc 
now called Socinians, confidered it as mean^ 
ipg th^ Z^fpelt ox the word of God, in its 
mofl literal fenfe. But a}l the ancient uni* 
tarians^ without exception , coniidered it as 
fignifying that word of God by which the 
world was nia4e, vj?, the/^'K;^r of God, his 
cfTcntial operative attribute; anc} it will ap- 
pear, that they were exceedingly furprifed 
at hearing of any other interpretation of 
it. Now, confidering that the common 
people, as well as the learned, among the 
uni^tarians, had this idea pf it, it cannot 
b«t be concluded tp have been the pfppef 
original fenfe of the term, becaufe it was fo 
pnderftood by thofe very perfons for whofe 

2 . ' uf<? 
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ufc the gofpel of John was written • This 
is. an article of fo much confequetice, that 
I fhall produce a confiderable number of 
authorities for it; difpofing of them pretty 
nearly according to the age of the writers 
from whom they afe colle(3:ed. 

Hippolytus, writing; againfl: Noetus, 
fays, *• I fliall be told, you tell me fomc- 
*Mhing ft range, when yoq call the logos 
*^ the Son */' In the larger expofition of 
faith afcribed to Gregory Thaumaturgus, 
it is faid, ^* Some make the wifdomr of 
** God to refemble the wifdom of man, 
^* becaufe he is wife, ^nd his word to be 
^* like that word whichr is uttered, or con* 
*' ceived, in the n>indy without any. hypo- 

^^ftafis+/' '* Some diiciples of Paulu^ 

^ Am' i^ (jua Ti^, Ievov fMi fepsig f^oFym- 7^K/^ Moi^ QperSi 
p. i6. 

+ NoiMmnns alifeni funt, qui trinitatcm non fecundutn 
veritatem ex tribus perfonisconfitentur, fed in unitate triplr- 
catam fecundum compofitionem impie fingunt, et tiphn* 
tiam in deo exiftimant effe fidtit in homine fapienti^bU'^ 
manam, qua fapiens eft : et v^rbum fimile efle ipterpiretanV 
tur verbo quod ore profertilf, Vel ment^ concipitur, hlilU 
hyppft^. Opera, p. 16. --^^ ; ; ' 

P d 4 '* $amo£i. 
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** Samqfatcnfis," fays Athanafius, *' diftinr 
f' guifli the logos from the Son, faying, 
5^ that the Son is Chrift, but the logos is 
5* another thing*/' *'.Raulus Samofatcn- 
f* fis/' fays Epiphanius, held that the Jogos 
*' of God, and his fpirit, \yas always in 
*f God, as the logos of man is in man i and 
" that the Son had no perfonal fubfiftence, 
*' which was alfo the dodlrine of SabelliuSj 
*' Novatus, Noetus, and others -f-." Hi- 
lary alfo fays that " the word of God, aq- 
** cording to the heretics, was the power 

'^ of God:};/' 

That this was the dodrine of Marcellus 
and Photinus, we have the clearcft eyidepce, 

* To'f^ T(ov (XTTo T8 TofjuxToika^y fieupttvlB^ Toy >oyor cwro rs uut, 
faaiuiff% Toy fisv'viov etifai rev X^rov, vrcv h Tsoytn a>Jso9 &yat. Con- 
tra Arianos, Or. 5. Opera, vol. i. p. 543. 

^ £v Sfft) ii cut ovkx revavhi Hyav^ km to WfWfM ads, oa^Vftp 9 
av^fO)7rH Kap^ia iSi®- ^07©" . /wu eivai h rov vtov m des Bn/TroreQw^ 

jcai oNo)3^, fcat ^t>Aoi. Haer. 65. Opera, vd. r. p. 608. 

i Per quod etiam illud vjl.tii adjungitur, up deus Terbunj 
t^nqu^ri) pars aliqua virtutum ^ei, quodam.fe tradu conti- 
nuationis extenden^ hominepi ilium, qui a Maria cAq 
^sepit b^bitaverit, ct virtutibus divinae.opejraidonis in&r^e- 
lit ; animae tamen fuae motu naturaque yivontem, Lib% 
JO. p. 258. 

> ff|)ccially 
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efpecially from Eufebius, who wrote againft 
the former of them. ** Marcelius/' he 
fays, **'believed Chrift to be the word of 
*^ God, but a mere W(9r//^Jike that of man, 
^^ and not a living and fubftantial foil*/' 
Again, he fays, ** Marcellus afierts, that 
*/ the logos is not ufed by way of figure, 
*' though thofe who teach the contrary 
*-^ {hould burft with their lies, but fimply 
** and truly logos,'' or reafon ^f-. " Mar- 
** ceUus held that the logos was always 
^' united to, and connected with the Fa- 
V* ther |/' He held that the " logos was in 
** God, as his reafon 5 that it was for a ^ime 
"f out of God, and returned into him at the 
*' day of judgment, and was then united to 
'* him as it had been before S/' Chryfoftojn 

« 

* "^O^v yap, nai to) cxv^^aTfim >jay^ Ofxoiov, 8%i Se viov a^nSwj 
^avla Kai u^eraloi, tov xpirov SiVM OfMTsoyeiy f$sX«. Contra 
Marcellum, lib. i. p. lo. 

Ibid. lib. 2. p. 40. 

X Ts7ov aJlcv}\oyov ex^iv ev Boukj^ 'evoifisvov uau cuvnynisypv .auloi 
<py\(T\,v. Ec. Theol. lib. i, cap. 5. p. 63, 
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alfo fays» that ^' Marcellus, Pbotiniiat aod 
'< SophroniuSf fay that the logos is an 
*^ energy^ and that this energy inhabits 
*' him who was the fon of David, but is 
^^ not a fubfifting perfon*." Theophilad 
repeats this in almoin the fame words, £iy« 
ing, '^ Marcellus of Galatia, Photinus, and 
*^ Sophronius, faid that the logos was the 
'* energy of God, and not a perfonal fub- 
<* fidcnce, and that it inhabited a defcen- 
*' dant of David -f-." Epiphanius fays, that 
'< Photinus aflcrted that the logos of God 
^* was from the beginning, but that it was 
«« not the Son of God |." 

I Ihall add a few other teftimonies from 
later writers. Cyril of Alexandria, writing 

jKjii vf^fpGvrpf. Ec. Th'.ol. lib. 1. cap. 8, p. 113. 

J." '<» n.T r A». Ill Phil. 2. Opera, vol. 10. p. 1239* 

T.'wx crr:c!J^* ; Sa^.y In Ph;!. 2. O^tcis, vol. 2* p. Sgi. 

t Kii flu.':^ ^/'J i.rjti t:; > 7:. aT5:xr;.a>> «;c ^W" ^'» 
f-;i: :k I Ixr. 71. p. 8 J I . 

a* 
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ag^nfl: Th^dorus, who is faid to have been 
t^c proper father of Neftorianifm (which 
differed very little from the unitftrian doct- 
triiie) evidently fuppofcs that thi$ was the 
received doftrine' of the unitarians, when 
he fays, ^* It is falfe to fay that the wprd 
** of God has no fubftance. It ^^ the 
f^ eruftation of, a foolifh he^rt; For he 
** himfelf faid to Mofes, I am thftt I ^nit 
** and therefore they who think fo we deeo) 
*' moft ftupid *•" Again, replying to thofe 
who faid that the logos is verbum injitum^ 
or the proper internal reafon of |he Father^ 
^^ Why did not our Saviour fay, J 4od the 
" word of my Father are one, and he that 
** fees me, fees the word of the Father/* 
He adds, that ** the logos, in the introduc-r 
** tion to the gofpcl of John has the article, 
^'prefixed to it, which ihews th?t it didv 

* Minime enim mentietur falfiffimum efli fermoneoiji 
quod verbum quod ex deo apparuit, dicatur VkO\\ l^abuiflc 
fubflanti^m : eft enim fiultlfiiipi cordis eruftatiQ, Nam 
ipfe dicebat Mofi ego fum qui fum : quqmodp aut^m un* 
quam hpc quod vere qft, in fubftantia pef fc r^op fervari 
intelligitur ? et propterea eos qui fic feiitiunt, nierito rii^^ 
di^mos effe definimus, Op?ra, vpl. a. pi 687? 
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" not mean reafon in general, but a parti- 
/' cular fpecific logos *." I do not think 
it at all neceffary to reply to the reafoning 
of Cyril in this place, I only quote him in 
order to afcertain what it was that the uni- 
tarians, his adverfaries, thought on the 
fubjedt. 

The emperor Julian gives his tedimony to 
the unitarians having fuppofed that by lo- 
gos was intended the power of God, " Some 
^* of the impious," meaning the chriftians, 
he fays, ^' fay that Jefus Chrift is one perfon, 
^* and he that is called the logos by John 
** another +/' He likewife fays that '* John 
** does not mention the name of Jefus, or 

* Praeterea fi unigenitus dei filius idcirco verbum. eft 
ct vocatur, quoniam (ut ipfi dicunt) infitum patris ver- 
bum fufcipiens, ad illud formatur: cur noa ^vsat ad 
difcipulos, ego et verbum patris unum fumus : et, qui 

me videt, is etiam verbum patris vidct ? Idea videmus 

filium hominis, articulo ad utrumque npm^n praspofito, 
falvatore noftro proferri, quando fe folum ^b infinita ho- 
minum multitudine velit fignificare. In John, cap. 4. 
Opera, vol. r. p. 610. 

+ Kcw Toi ioKu 710-1 TGJv ^vffff^^v a»Jov fiev Iijow coKci XP^roy^ 
a»JW J^t Tov VTTO I^cevua mpurflofx^ov xoyoy. Cyril. Contra 
Jul. lib. 10. Opera, vol. 2. p. 333. 

"of 
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** of Chrift, when he calls him God and 
'' logos*/'' 

This ufe of the term logos or word^ \% 
common in the Old Teftament, as when 
the Pfalmift fays. By the word of the Lord 
were the heavens made, See. and Maca- 
rius, having no view to this controverfy, 
fays, *' The word of God is God; and the 
'* word of the world is the world," and 
then fpeaks of the difference between the 
word of God and the word of the world, 
and between the children of God, and the 
children of the world f. 

In this fenfe, according to Eufebius, the 
Jews always underftood the term logos. ** If 
*• any one,'' fays he, ** fuppofe that the 
*' Son is a mere word — that it is quiefcent 
*' in the Father; when he is quiefcent, but 
** was adtive when he made the world, re- 

* Ou^afxa & aJlov sic Iiktw, hJs Xf ^"w, ax^ii a ^ov km Xiyycf 
a7roHa}^i, Cjrril. Contra Jul. lib. ic Opera, vol. 2»p. 327- 

£n * 'aoy^Yi h iiaipoga )tcu fJiso'i^g rulxavti^ ts te A078 ns $s8, xca 
mafQv yaf yfvw,aa tojj i^toi^ ZQUii-yov$ymt Opera, p. 223. 

*^ fembling 
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(embling the logos of man, which \i 
quiefcent when we are filent, but a£tive 
** when we fpeak ; it is evident that he 
*' interprets as the Jews do, and according 
^* to human reafon^ and that he denies the 
•* true Son of God *." He then adds what 
was quoted in this volume, p. 13. concern- 
ing the Jews acknowledging that God has^ 
a logos, but no Son. 

tivsu fKxfu^ofjf£vog^ 1^ nBoy^^OKiq Tin-' ovb Ksyav o^ itJcv iitpff nr 9 
nfiSsgu TKfv kIktiv irfjua^sn * o/uoi6)$ roi tifMile^^ e» auncwn fix» nrv- 

Contra Marcellum, lib. i. p. 4, 
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SECTION n. 

Arguments of the ancient Unitarians from 

Reafon. 

TTAVING ftatcd what the principles of 
the ancient unitarians were, I fliall in 
the next place, give a view of the arguments 
by which they defended them j and as fome 
of thefe were drawn from the principles of 
reafdn, and others from the fcriptures, 1 
ihall mention the former in the firft place. 
But in this I need not infift upon their 
capital argument, viz. that the dodlrine of 

the divinity of Chrift and of the trinity, is 

> 

an infringement of the great doftrine of 
natural and revealed religion » the unity of 
God. This has appeared fufficiently al- 
ready. Alfo many of their other arguments 
have been mentioned in the replies of their 
trinitarian adverfaries. I fliall, therefore, 
only recite fuch others as have happened 
to occur feparatcly* 

That 
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That the ancient unitarians were much 
addidled to reafoning^ and that they often 
difputed with great acutcnefs and fubtility, 
fo as to puzzle their opponents^ may be 
inferred from what is faid of them by 
Eufebius, viz. that ** they negledlcd the 
** fcriptures, and reafoned in fyllogifms *." 
No doubt they did reafon, and probably 
in the fyllogiftic form, as was the cuftom 
with logicians, and I doubt not very clofely 
and juftly; but it will be feen that they 
were far from negledling the fcriptures. 

According to the moft ancient dodtrine 
of the generation of , the Son, there was a 
time when the Father was fimply one^ and 
had not generated this Son. Upon this 
idea, Marcellus faid that, ** if it be a per-^ 
" fedtion in the Father to have a Son, he 
** was imperfedt while he was without 
^' one f /' 

* 0\j Ti a\ ^Eicu y^ici yfofai ^>i7»/7£;, oX^' owom ^x^fiiut 0^- 
Xoyicr/xs u; m9 m; a^eoMog su^bOh ffvrou^v^ fiKo'^cmg aO'ias^tg. 
Hift. lib. 8. cap. 28. p. 253. ' • 

f £t ya^ aEi T£>£iog Sso;, next 'ma^sriv cajla Svpofjug m vclkfct' . 
aClov eivMy ^ xo^ov aulov nvou 'mexk^a ta Touils wa, avaCa^^^Sms^ 
9^ savlov ra Ka>^ rn^ia-xn^ xai ug eriv sitteiv^ £| h iuvaJcu "srakf 
sivMuiH, Contra Marcellum, lib. i* p. 22- 

Tq 



Chap. XVIII. of ancient Unitarians. 4 1 7 

To the doftrine of divine generation in 
general, the objedion was, that the divine 
effence muft then be corporeal. *' Mar- 
cellus faid, that, if the Son be 2iprobole,'' or 
produfti'on, ** from the Father, and he be 
'* his offspring, like the offspring of other 
*' living creatures, both the being pro-? 
** ducing, and the being produced, muft be 
** corporeal*/' 

That the Son, who was generated from 
the Father, was allowed by thofe who firft 
advanced that do<ftrine to be inferior to the 
Father, the moft abundant proof has beea 
given* Afterwards all this was retraced* 
But the unitarians retorted it upon them. 
*' The eneniies of truth," fays Chryfoftom,; 
** urge that, if the Son be equal to the 
" Father, why did not the Father become 
** incarnate ? As it was the Son who took 
** the form of a fervant, is it not plain that 
•* he is inferior. But if on this account 
** he took human nature, the Spirit, who, 

$7roia ra ru (auv yzwnfmia^ avayMn atofia mat rov mptSai^^^fvia t^ 
rov 'irpoQB^y^YifjLivov. Contra Marcellum, lib. I. p. 22. 

Vol,. III. Ee ''they 
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^* they fay (though we do not acknowledge 
•* this) is inferior to the Son, fhould have 
** been incarnate*." 

The trinitarians, giving a reafon for the 
myflery of the incarnation, held that the 
divinity gave a value to the fu£Ferings of the 
human nature to which it was united. But 
the unitarians urged the abfurdity of this; 
faying, according to Theodoret, *^ If a man 
** only fuffered, it was a man that iaved 
•^ us +/' This is an argument to which 
the orthodox have always made very lame 
replies. They have never chofe to (ay that 
the deity of Chrift fuffered, or that it par- 
took of the fuiferings of the human na- 
ture. Confequently, if it was only man 
that fuffered, the fatisfadlion made by that 
fuffering could only be finite ; and in faft; 

oil ei laog m ra ysyewivtoii^ rivcg svBxev o tsoSv^ w caikaSs (ra^xu^ 

hirsp; Yiv; KOI fjivtv bi ^la Tttlo miv YifAile^av umiv fvatVj ro rnnu* 
fia^ ^aa-iv auloi th vm iT^'vioy zivai (» ya^ av vifjaig BmoifASv) SHSOfQ 
ca^xM%fai fjsu Ser. 51. Opera, vol, 5. p. 697. 

t Av^pmro; av Yifjuv 'vsa^nrx^ rrv Qokqioof* Dial. 3. Opeia, 

Tol 4. p. 116. 

could 
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could extend no farther than the fufFerings 
of any other man. 

Novatian fays, in proof of the divinity 
of Chrift, " if he be only a man, why is he 
every where invoked, fince it is the na- 
*' ture not of man, but of God, to be pre- 
*^ fent in every place*?" But whatever 
might be the cafe in the time of Novatiaa 
(when what he fays could not be true of any 
befides the trinitarians) this certainly was 
not the praftice even with them in the 
time of Origen, who flourifhed not more 
than twenty years before him. This has 
been ftiewn already, and therefore this uni- 
verfal praftice might have been urged, and 
probably was urged, by the ancient unita* 
rians, as an argument in their favour. Ac- 
cording to Origen, the cuftom of chriftians 
was to pray to God through Chrift +. And 

* Si homo tantummodo Chriftus ; quomodo abefl: 
ubique invocatus, cum haec hominis natura non fit, fed 
dei, ut adefTe omni loco poflit? Cap. 14. p. 45. 

t ®^mt£voiJLiv av rov 'ac3e^a mg o^n^fto^, x) 'Toy mm mv aXif<- 

(pmM^ k) t9) Tat/7(M( 7» ^8Xi}/iaic^« JVd C^lfum^ lib. 8. 
p. 386. 

Eca Chrift 
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Chrift was fuppofed to join in their prayers* 
*< We are not to pray,*' fays he, ** without 
** our high-prieft *." In like manner, other 
faints were fuppofed^ in the time of Origen, 
to l>ear their part in the prayers of the 
churches to which they had belonged, long 
before it was thought right to pray to 
them^ and this was the natural progrefs of 
things with refpedl to Chrift. 

It has been feen how ftrenuoufly the 
ancient unitarians infifted upon the anti^ 
quify of their dodtrine, and how far all the 
learned trinitarians conceded to them, by 
admitting that^ in the time of the apoftles, 
the doftrine of the divinity of Chrift was 
not taught openly ; becaufe the world was 
not then ready to receive it« It has alio 
been feen that Bafil was charged with in- 
troducing novelty into his diocefe, efpe- 
cially in his form of doxology to the-Holy 
Spirit ; from which it is evident, that the 
unitarians of that age and country confi* 
dered his dodtrine as having had fome other 
origin than either the fcriptures, or chrif-- 

* Av^ im x^i^i Ti a^xj^B^za;. Dc Oratigne, p. 49. 

tian 
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tian antiquity ; and one of them certainly 
thought very juftly of it, when he faid to 
Bafil, ** I know nothing of your foreign 
'* philofophy*/' In that country, the au* 
thority of Gregory Thaumaturgus was very 
great, and it was appealed to both by Bafil 
and his adverfaries, whq were perhaps bet- 
ter judges than hitofelf, of what had been 
the cuftom before he came into the diocefe. 
In a letter to his clergy, he fays, " do not 
** defpife the hypoftafes, do not deny th© 
** name of Chrift, or pervert the fayings of 

*^ Gregory t-'' 
Gregory Nyflen fays, that he and his 

friends were charged with innovation whea 
they taught the dodtrine of three hypoftafes, 
of one goodnefs, one power, and one divi- 
nity +/' 

* On ya^ trumfju ufmv ths otKkOKola (Tofi»g* De Sp. S. cap. 
17. Opera, vol. 2. p. 330. 

f Tot; vTtoTotffiii fin a^slzOSf to tw/«e th xf iSTf /xu a7ra(vei(Th^ 
ra; TC FfTiyifi* fova^ ftu wfltpf&rycwSE. £pift. 63. Opera, vol. 
3. p. 98. - 

vairn iij (um Stohtk >itfsa ri/Accf aOurlku^ De Trinitate, vol. 

2. p.439' ■ • ^, 

E e 3 The 
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The apoflles creed has been fhewn to 
aiFord a ftrong argument for the antiquity 
and purity of the ancient unitarian doc- 
trine. This argument was urged by Pho-i- 
tin us, who» according to Ruffinus^ pleaded 
that ^^ the apoflles creeds literally under- 
** flood, was in his favour*/* Marcellus^ 
in his epiftle, quotes the whole of the 
apoflles creed, and afTents to itf. 

The orthodox ufed to alledge the re« 
ceived mode of baptifm as a proof of the 
divinity of Chrifl ; but we learn from Bafil, 
that the unitarians replied, that *' baptiz* 
** ing in the name of the Spirit was no 
*^ proof of his godhead, becaufe mention is 
•' made of baptizing unto MofcsJ.' * 

^ Fotinum vero haercticum fcio eatenus fcripfiile> n<m 
ut rationem didorum audientibus es^planaret, fed tit fim- 
plicitur fideliterque di£b, ad argumentum fui dogmatif 
traheret. In Symbol, pref. p. 169. 

f Epiphanii, Opera, vol. i. p. 836* 

vBfsXn iysvTn ^a^xaofi. De Sp« JS. cap. 14. Opera, yqL a* 
p. 318; 
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SECTION III. 

Arguments of the ancient Unitarians from the 

Scriptures. 

npHE great ftrong hold of the unitarians 
was the fcriptures, and the plain lite- 
ral fenfe of them. ** They bawl out", fays 
Bafil, ** with their proofs from fcripturc, 
** and make no account of the unwritten 
*^ traditions of the Fathers*/' And Pho- 
tinus, in his difpute with Baiil, faid thaC 
** he could prove his doftrine by a hundred 
^' paflages of fcripture -f .*' The orthodox 
in general, complained of the advantage 
which the unitarians had in appealing to 
the literal fenfe of the fcripture. *^ If/* 
fays Gregory NyiTen, " a man refts in the 

* Taj a T«y lyy^a/pm aTTohiieig e?riSoavlM^ Tn» ce/ga/poif ruf 

cap. 10. Opera, vol. 2. p. 313. 

f Kai iddlx Kauxfi(J'eag trs^i mg uvo^strsag tiieSc^^ fiafuftai ^ 
f«iv yma^ag £7nryr£i>alo» Epiphanius, HilK 70. vol* i. 
p. 829. 

Ec4 ^* bajrc 
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*' bare letter, fo far he judaizes in opinion, 
^^ and has not learned that a chriftian is not 
" the difciple of the letter, but of the Spirit, 
«* for the letter killeth, but the Spirit 
" givethlife*.'* 

It is to be obferved, that by judaizing^ 
was meant adopting the doftrine of the 
fimple humanity of Chrift, For the an- 
cient unitarians were commonly compared 
by the orthodox to Jews, and the Arians to 
Gentiles, as worfhippcrs of two gods j the 
Arian logos not being of the fame fubftance 
with the Father ; and therefore a maker of 
the world, or a God, quite diftindl from 
him. 

Gregory Nazianzen alfo reprefents the 
heretics as drawing many to them by their 
interpretation of the fcriptures f, 

Itcn®' lAo&rirv;^ a>0\a Wfsufju3&' • to yof yfOfifAOk, (fni/nh osnipv 

limiy TO ^£ iBvzviia imnoizu Contra Eunoxniuxn Oratio x6* 
Opera, vol. 2. p. 341* 

+ Taj Je 'siot^a twv Seitfv yfafm^ svroffui rs «§ aHAviif eui^ 
na y^afAfioSo^ te^cffvXoi^ iy rov vnv rav ypyfofxfumt fO^vh/hg ru$ 
'7ro»^; ff(p3e(iiovla:y xj jw oSov rr.s a^as^ lafoffaiST'h Or. 361 

Ppcra, p.577. 

. ■ ■ • 

With 
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With refpeft to the Old Teftamcnt, it 
was the general complaint of the orthodox 
that the unitarians interpreted it as the Jews 
did, and proved the dodrine of the unity 
of God from it. I therefore do not need to ^ 
mention many of their arguments. Juftin 
Martyr pretended to prove from the appear- 
ance to Mofes in the bufh, that it was not. 
Jehovah himfelf who fpake to him, but 
Chrift. But Marcellus argues from the 
fame thing, in favour of his dodrine, pro- 
bably conlidering the God that fpake from 
the bufli as the Supreme Being, who was 
felf-exiftent, and had no rival ^ for Eufe- 
bius fays, that *^ Marcellus argued from 
^^lamthatlam^:' 

Of the unitarians alledging, Deut. vi. 6. 
Hear O Ifrael the Lord thy God is one Lord^ 
gnd alfo, Ifa. xli. 4. / am the firji and I am 
the lajl^ and bejides me there is no other (a text 
almoft as celebrated as that of Mofes) I 
could produce numberlefs inftances, and ^ 
they are both generally alledged at the fame 
time. Marcellus^ after quoting the latter, 

^ Ec. Theol. lib. 2. cap. 19. p. 130. 

fays. 
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fays, ** There is therefore no younger God» 
** nor any other bcfidcs the God who is the 
•* laft, able to co-operate with God ♦." 

It has been feen, that the trinitarians en-> 
deavoured to prove the divinity of Chrift 
from the Old Teftament. On the other 
hand, the unitarians were not wanting, on 
their part, to prove his fimple humanity 
from it. 

Theodotus urged, Deut« xviii. 1%. A 
prophet Jhall the Lord thy God raife up unto 
thee^ of thy brethren like unto me ^. And 
certainly, if he was to be like Mofes, he 
could not be God. 

The unitarians argued from Pf. ex. (libou 
art a priejl for ever after the order ofMel^ 

♦ Erw yaf «^, ^(Ti, Sec; m^tSin^y i^ eyu fjiila raule^ 3^ «^ 
tfiH Sco; ile^ UK ertv • iile w vsaltp)^ rig Seo; sftVy AcOO^ ngfAila 
raJla ^eo; 6)v, $ctf ffvytfyetv iwcRo^ nv. Eufebius Gontn Marcd- 
lum, lib. 2* p. 41. 

f Kof voTuv h tuJhi 0£(do2o; ^t, «} o wfAos mtpi cJk if«» 
n/x7^7)iv Qi rm a^BXpm v/mv syi^a nv^og tig tftMl auk OMiurSi. 
lAuivarig it nv ovB^aTTog • o 3c ex Sis £y£i^ofi£vog^ fuJ'i, Xp^rog ^os 8» 
rv $£0f oVwx cxv^pamog ' tTTtiin £| oJIav w> ^9 Muvffng ca&fo^og nf. 
Epiphanius, Haer. 54. Opera, vol, 1. p. 464. 

€hizedekj 
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chizedekj that Chriji was inferior to Mel- 

chizedek *. 

Theodotus argued from If. liii. in which 
the Meffiah is foretold as to be a man offor^ 

It is remarkable that the wifdom^ of 
which Solomon gives a figurative defcrip- 
tion in the book of Proverbs, had been fo 
long interpreted to mean ChriJl^ that evca 
Marcellus allowed it, and made ufc of it 
to prove, that Chrift was a creature, as the 
Arians did, and thought that it refer£;ed to 
his human nature only J. A much better, 
and a more natural, interpretation is, that it 
has no reference to Chrift at all. 

^pm poffXH^i^ x^rov h rtysilai ainsag B>cifS^Sa^ i^ ncOa^Bt^ rug 
^iVH Tcx^ita^i iif^BV BK ^n.TH si^yjisvs^ ov Si ispBvg m Toy atma 
HoSa mvTo^iv MeXx^^eScx. ug fivoi, ^vhtiv, aulov sli wohsfEooyrif 
Mo<X^(T£^^' Epiphan. Haer. 55. p. 468. 

f Ella aulos 'sroXiv ^(rt 0£o3b7^, Hi ^ "Eaouoi mep aJla £^, 
Ai av^^uTTog sriVy islug emoiVy av^pwr®- tiing fspstv fAaXsouen * 1^ 
f iSbfiEV wjiov £y 'ss>aj^^ ^ tv mohoxtsi i^ iSifjtaff^^ xai 83k eXOTXoSib 
Ibid. Haer. 54. p. 466. 

J To roivw KBfoT^aiov rtHi mg vctfoifuag. « mv op^uv mg Sso* 

^uptog BHiiaB fAS^ epiy a>:^ mv hJlegav HcHa ffOfxa ciMOvofMca^ 

JIufeb. gon. Marcellum, lib. 2. p. 45. 

Dr. 
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Dr. Lard ner difco vers traces of Nazaraean, 
or Sabcllian interpretations of fcripture in 
Eufcbius, which he accounts for by fup- 
pofing, that they were borrowed from Tome 
other writer, and inferted into his own 
work, which, he fays, was a frequent me- 
thod with chriftian commentators. He 
gives the followring inftances : 

** AH the Father's grace was poured out 
" upon the beloved, for it was the Father 
" that fpake in him/* Again, upon Pf. 
Ixxii. ** This righteoufnefs of the Father is 
** given to the king's fon, of the feedof Da-> 
** vid, according to the flefh, in whom^ as 
'' in a temple, dwelled the word, and wif- 
** dom, and righteoufnefs of God." 

Once more, referring to Ifaiah Ixi. i. and 
Luke iv. 18. " Ihewing," fays he, "that 
** his was not a bodily anointing, like that 
** of others, but that he was anointed with 
*^ the fpirit of the Father's deity, and there- 
tofore called C&r/^ V 

^ £7£i h T8 ayaTTfiH voff'a v 'aalfinn n; avhv exonvftf XI*PS * 
Yiv yap mdkf >a\m cv vm: Avlrj toiwv ti th wcBfog iiMcttoavm rm 
via TH ^offO^ia; Sf^dloi, ta) ik avre^fjuxlog Aavif ntH^ aapuz • a • 
K£(am(ytv ucTfep van q T«.8es >^oyoi^ uom n ffofio^nm huttoaim/i. Ai« 
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Well might Gregory Nyffen, and others,' 
complain of the advantage which the uni-* 
tarians derived from the literal interpre- 
tation of the New Tejiamenty which it is 
hardly poflible to open without finding a 
decifive argument againft the trinitarian 
fyftem. I fhall give fome examples of the 
arguments which the ancient unitarians: 
drew from it. 

In proof of the proper unity of God, 
Marcellus argued from Mark xii. 28. There 
is one God^ and there is no other but he^. 

The inferiority of the Son to the Father, 
the unitarians proved, from a variety of cir-^ 
cumftances, oneof which was, Chrift being 
called a fervant -, and they chofe to adhere 
to that language in fpeaking of Chrift, that 
they might honour the Father. " On what 

Vs7o xp^^ov avnyoptvfJt'ivov, Credibility, vol. 8. p. 82. 

* A^^' fjLtv ypofjL/jLcQBug^ Sta ra vo/jlh ^ioceSitav fisfia^rpesueu 
ioHuv^ tTCoavm to th Xukfog (mlov ^aaSai^ oxhb lapariK^ Xsyuv^ nu* 
pio; ^eo; an eig eri ' xat o^xco xoT^g sipma^at miTiuofAsvov * £7 oXn* 
^BiOi yap ^(Tiv, EiTTo^^ oil itg sriv ^eog mcu w suv aT^g vP^v aJbi • oi 
ii 7a mg vEog ^la^ng avxisvlsg si^svai /ju/rneiay ^qi not ikvlepoff astok' 
fr^anflav ^s:v ^ahovlai vTToracei xai ^wafiei X'^p^^^M^^ .'^ 'SfalfoSm 

Eufeb, £c. Theol. lib. 2* cap* 19. p. 131. 

** account," 
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** account/* fays Chryfoftom, *' do you call 
" Chrift a fcrvant ? That we may honQur 
" the Father. But the Son fays, that all 
•* men may honour the Son, even as they 
" honour the Father ♦." 

The unitarians urged, that, as a fenrant, 

Chrift vfz&fent by the Father, being fubjedt 

to his orders. This, they alfo faid, was a 

proof that Chrift was not omniprefeat. It 

may be curious to fee what Chryfoftom 

(aid in anfwer to this arguments ** To be 

" fent of God,*' fays he, ** does not imply 

•* removal from place to place, but the ma- 

** nifeftation of theoeconomy. Concerning 

** John the Baptift, who was of the earthy 

^^ and who appeared upon the earth, the 

** gofpel fays. There was a man fent from 

^' God t-" 

vcSepet. In Pf. Opera, vol 3. p. 1 21. 

•^ Oil TO a^sray\^au 'ffofa rou Sw, » mv am Tosmy si$ TOBRfC 
IMSotiTOuriy cvfioivei oX^ rmg oixovo/juag mv fcenfaas9. TUpi hacBh 
w T8 PaTrlirou xryst to £uayye?40¥ T8 am yng ov^og^ mm afjco yng fave^ 
fvMhg. EyBvdo av^pwTTog oTrsra^fUvog w«fa Sw. Sen 5^ 
Opera, vol. 6. p. 59. 

Whca 
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When the unitarians were urged with: 
the Father and the Son being faid to be one^ 
they faid that they were one by con fen t and 
harmony, and proved it from Chrift's fay- 
ing, that his difciples might be one with 
them, as they two w;ere one*. 

The reward that was given to Chrift, on^ 
account of his Services and fufferings, was 
alledged by the ancient unitarians as a proof 
of his having been employed by God as his 
fervant, and that he had no dignity before, 
'* The heretics/' fays Chryfoftom, " urgQ 
*' that Chrift was advanced on account of 
*' his fufferings • But he replies, that mcn- 
*' tion is made by John of his dignity before 
*' his fuifering -f-.'* The unitarians likevvifc 

* Quando igitur ad evertendam naturalem triiiitatis 
identitatem, hunc locum in medium haereticus aSert, 
quemadmodum dicens, nos npn identitate abfoluta corpo-* 
rum, nee animarum alterius in alteram confufione unum 
fumus ^ fed aSeftu charitatis, animarumque ad fervaada 
mandata dei confenfu \ fic et unum Alius cum paue eft. 
Cyril Alex, in Joan. lib. ii. p. 987, 

f Aio HOI ^sos aviov t/Trscv^'Uffe ' i'la to 'zsoSo^, «; fuc^ t^ 

aulu ovofjia uTrep *soof ovofAot^ hx iv ra ovofxaSi^ In^«i frav yow 
MOfA^^yji iTrapaHoiVyKcu smyBUiVj mm naiax^vim. O fo^ fna\f^;Sm^ 
Tov rav^av v+«S>», opa^y fmi^ (Adi^ to ngahf f«w&w «?iaft tut »^^ # 



/ 
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urged the Father raifing the Son from the 
dead *. 

The gofpels were thought to furniih the 
flrongeft arguments for the fimple humanity 
of Chrift; and this was urged with the 
more force, as it was acknowledged by the , 
orthodox, that the three firft gofpels did 
not teach his ' divinity. But the ancient 
unitarians brought as many arguments from 
the gofpel of John, as from any of the. 
others. 

We learn from Epiphanius, that Theo- 
dotus urged, Luke i. 35. ^he fpirit of the 
Lord Jhall come upon tbee^ arguing that he 
did not enter into her, as the orthodox 
fuppofed \ ; and, John viii, 40, Yt 
feek to kill me^ a man who told you the 
truth %. Auftin fays, that the Sabellians 

ffiv. £f *Twm fd^a rev rau^ov vi^a^, <cg v/jtsig faUt. fian o fUeoA- 
fTjff laawfK 'BTfo T« waSa;, vpoTH ravpou tKEy&, Scr. 4. Operay 
vol. 6. p. 33 . 

Chryfoftom in Gal. i. Opera, vol. 10. p. 965. 

f Ella, pio't^ Mou TO iuoPYrtkLov e^ n/i MapiOj mfm/fMci mtpm 
tirzHvaHou em 7e, hcu hk eittb Wfsvfjia HVfia yevnailai ir 0'oi. Hser, 
54. Opera, vol. 1. p. 465. 

X Kaa 01 WK aJlH trvra^evleg ^oioliawi^ ^i^or oApatrof fo^- 
hovleg siVM rov xpiTOv^ kou £k cTrep/jtai®- avijpos TfysvurSea • dls mf 
namf ioyia a7i:Qhoyioi» ocaTTif xpn^H^ «f ^9 <X 9Y9^ oicyuv^. 
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urged, John viL 6. My do^rine is not 

mine *. Bafirs enemies quoted againft him 
John vi, 57. I live by the Father -f. 

It is remarkable enough, thait both Cbry- 
foftom and Theophyladt blame Paulus Samo-^ 
fatenfis for making a paufe before the words. 
Marvel not at this^ John v. 27. as if they WQjjild 
conned them with the account of God's 
giving all judgment to the Son %. For all 

yay£v . oii pi<nvy o MVptog s^n ' vw h (Tjleile fis aTrofSsivca avbpoi^cvy og 
rnv adhi^stoev vfitv X^>a>ma . opa; ^«rw, olr av^pa'jrog eriv* Haer. 
54. Opera, vol. i. p. 463. 

* Utique fi tua doftrina non eft tua, O dotnine, cujus eft 
nifi alius fit cujus fit ? Quod dixifti, Sabelliani non intel- 
ligunt : non enim trinitatem viderunt, fed fui cordis er- 
rorem fecuti funt. Nos cultores trinitatis et unitatis patris 

et filii et fpiritus fan£li, et unius dei, intejligimus de doc- 
trina Chrifti, quomodo non eft ejus. In John, Tr. 29. 

-cap, 7. Opera, vol. g p. 246. 

vol KM iiarpB^oi^eg Trpog t»v omeicxv aweiiriffiv ci$ KoBatfeciv mg ^o^g 
fs fzovoyBVUi Yifjuv TJfDcr^kpsftVy slag s^fJaaofiEVf uala ro iuvolhnf ri/Mf 
aviXTflu^ffovlei ai/la . km 'sr^uhv rtfjuv iff^oli^e^^a ro^ eyu ^o) Jta tqv 
malippt . Tsjo yotp eriv sy rav fieXuv rcov i^i apavcv ixrefmofisvuv uitQ 
rm aasSav aula Ke^^piiJi'tvuv. Epifi. 141. Opera^ ,Vol. 3. 
p. 166. 

X Xpn is yivaxruav pit ITot/Xo^ TiOfioa-cGei/g ^tXov cxv^ttcv Sby- 

IJLo^iKm Tov Kvpiov ^6)g aviyivo^s rslo to x^P^^^^ ^' siito'iav ^msf 

Vol. III. Ff mOm 
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our printed bibles are now divided^ as 
Paulus Samofatenfis and his followers had 
pointed the pafTage; and the pun<3:uation 
received by Chryfoftom and Theophyladt is 
followed by no perfon. 

Epiphanius fays that Theodotus argued 
from Afts ii. 22. where Peter calls Chrift 
a man approved of God*. And indeed it was 
acknowledged by the orthodox, that, in all 
the period to which the hiftory of Luke 
extends, the apoflles did not openly preach 
fuch ofFenfive dodtrines as thofe of the pre- 
exiftence and divinity of Chrift. 

The unitarians found a variety of folid 
arguments in the apojiolical epiflles. There 
is hardly any text of which the trinitarians 
avail themfelves more than Phih ii. 6. JFto 
being in the form of God^ thought it no rob-' 
bery to be equal to God. But even this text 
the ancient unitarians thought favourable 
to themfelves. Epiphanius fays, the here- 

avlto Kou upmv 'sroim oli uio^ av^pavH trtv • tHoeJ^ %f rtC«v, osr 
oT^Yi; cLpOO^ avsyivaxTMs to, fun ^aufiaiifle ts?^. In John* cap. 5* 
vol. I. p. 632. See Chryfoftom, vol. 8. p. 201. 

♦ Awwx, ^criy, eittov 01 arrroTdkai^ caUpa a9ro3e3k«y/arw u; oftag 
erifjtsm «; TSfoa-i J^ ojc uTrof 9foy oKoishiytAem. Hsr. 54. 
Opera^vol. i. p. 467. 

tics 
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tics avail themfelvqs of this text, *' as if it 
*' meant that Chrift would not by robbery 
*' niake himfelf equal to God*.'\i. e* it 
would have been robbery if he had done fo. 
Chryfoftom alfo fays, that the Arians prove 
that Chrift is not God from this text, fay- 
ing, that Chrift being in the form of God, 
did not feize upon an equality with God 1 

Lardner obferves that Origen underftood 
this text as cxpreflive of the humanity of 
Chrift :{;, and that it feems to have been fo 
underftood in an epiftle from the chtirches 
of Vienna and Lyons, they fuppofing the 
apoftle to have meant that to be equals or like 
to God, Chrift did not think a thing to be 
catched at §• 

Theophylad:, commenting on Eph. iv. 6. 
One God^ and Father of all ^ '^l^o is above all^ 

* Oi/ yctf liTtvi^ UK ijSc^iKTE yvfiff^M to'o^ Sew ii OfltayfM • oAX* 
kx oi^TrayfMOV yryri(ralo uvou laa Beu^ to deov sivau fuaeiy ^i n», Aa-v 
coratus, feft. 45. Opera, vol. 2. p. 50. 

f Axxft rii ffofog aviav >Joyoq^ x) /c^nv rtsvavliov okixvvo'i^ frfi't «. 

tlTTE 7^f oil EV (4ap^ ^SH imOgXfi^ ^X Vp^CUTB TO SlVM ica ^sa • 

1^ fjLYiv ei fivSso;, 'aag six^ apmaffM. In Phil. 2* Opera, vol. lo« 
p. 1240. ^ / . 

X Credibility, voL 3. p. 399. § Ibid. vol. iv p. 339. 

F f 2 ani 
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■ 
and through all, and in you all, obferves that 

the heretics thought that the prepofition ^** 

{through) was peculiar to the Son, and ^ (jn) 

to the Spirit ; both implying inferiority ; 

whereas he fays they are now both applied 

to the Father*." 

In Coll. i. 15. Chrift is called the Jirji 

Born of every creature. On this Marcellus 

faid, '* How could he who exiftcd always 

•* be the firft-born of any thing; but the 

^^ firfi new many in whom God would that 

•* all things fhould be colledled; the holy 

** fcriptures calling him the firft-born of 

••the creation t-" Cyril of Alexandria, 

alfo fays, " They continually urge the more 

** fimple with the word/r/Z-WnJ.'* 

* ^"^am^ax 9s o7< ox fjiB? at^sliHot Tviy, iia% «fo9c0iiv mtokfigipun 
TH txtt, 3^ TI8V, £v, TO) WEVfuQt^ a; O^otIoo'iv iuraynffotf . n/y 9c ite 
<Erd7fi eu^iOKOvlM 'srfaaitBi/isvcu . ^K otpa sXxTkasa^. Vol. 2. p- 533. 

t Hcog ya^ ^ufolov^ rov off oilct^ 'ss^oktun cnvu tmo;, cMa 'ro» 
mpulov ttowm av^^aTTov, eig ov ta 'mafla ctvaxBfcP^ouaffaffioi EftAnSif 

Eufeb. contra Marcellum, lib. 2* p-41* 

X Semper infipienter dicunt nomen primogenitus^iiin;. 
plicioribus objicientcs. De Trinitate, Kb. 4- Opera, voL 

2. p. 41^5- 

I But 
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But the two de^ifive texts m proof of 
the unity of God, ;ind the proper humanity, 
of Chrift, in thi^ epiftle, are the following :, 
Eph. iv. 5. One Lord^ one faith, one baptifm, 
one God and Bather of all, who is above all^ 
and through alU and in you ally which wa3 
urged, as Eufebius informs us, by Marcel- 
lus* *j and i Tim. ii. 5. ^here is one God^ 
and one mediator between God and man% the 
man Cbrijl Jefus-, which was pleaded 
by the fame*f-. This was alfo alledged 
by Photinus:};. 

^ia ypa^Ei ' auloq yof ofM>Joysi X£7(uv, bv sfjLoi o taaHvi^^ xayoi ev ra 
'ssal^i ' oil Je Talo «% a7r7Mg aSe ourxoTraq eif nxe, Jti^ov {cai\ km a^ 

I 

lia-jxciy sig ^£og spn^ x^ 'sroSn^^ o zm 'ssexHm j^ iia •aojSuv^ x) ev ^aan 

Ec. Theol. lib. 2, cap. 19, p. 131. 

* Nuv ojjIov (Tvxo^avlei^ ag ^Xov av^^aTTov >£yovlot eiveu rov xp^^t 

*Bpopavag xala-^euhfAevog^ e\f te oig EipmE^ x^ £v oig E^g eirayEi av^ 

*aEpi acula hsyav * oM* o ^srposi^fievog^ fi^axEcc rav ayim iBpoipi^v 

f^ojUiaag^ ag aTTO^pi^ov rtva j^ PwxvSavsaop th aicord^^ ^e(/koyiae» 

einyufXEvo^^ zig hiog E^r\y zig ^ (Mo-ilrig ^m )^ av^^u^av^ avSgomof 

hnriig %f(ro;. Eufeb. Con. Marcellum, lib. I • p. 28. 

t Uocjl timemus, deleamus in apoftolo quod diduni> 

eft : mediator dei et hominum homo Chriftus Jefus, quia 

ad authoritatem haerefis fuae Photinus hoc utitur : et non 

legator a nobis, quia ab illo male intelligatur. Hil. Ad 

Arianos, Opera, p. 392. 

F f 3 llayTuv 
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If my rea4ers only compare thefe unita- 
rian interpretations of fcripture with tbofe 
made by the trinitarians, in a former part 
of the work, he muft be fenfible, without 
any afliflance from me, how infinitely more 
natural thefe are than thofe, The wonder 
i&, that any other fenfe ihould ever hayc 
been put upon them. The hiftory, how- 
ever, that I have given of the rife of the 
dodrine of the trinity, folves this diffi- 
culty, and fhows the neccflity the trini- 
tarians were under of wrefting the fcrip- 
tures fo miferably as they did. 

fxtcilni Sf8 xj av^pa'^m xf^roj htng. Epiphanius, Hser. Kit 

J* 

Opera, vol. i. p. 467. 
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CHAPTER XIX. 

Of the PraSlice of the Unitarians with refpeSl 

to Baptifm. 

^Tp H E form of baptifm, fuppofed to be 

prefcribed in the gofpel of Matthew, , 
viz. in the name of the Father^ the Son, and 
the Holy Spirit^ and the trine immerfion^ 
which was ufed along with it, contri- 
buted very much to eftablifli the dodtifinc 
of the trinity. It was natural enough, there- 
fore, for the unitarians to oppofe this fuper- 
ftition by difcontinuing the practice; though 
it is probable that the cuftom itfelf was an 
innovation. That it was not in ufe from 
the beginning, is pretty evident from there 
being no trace of it ivk the New Teftament, 
though we are not able to fay at what time 
it began. However, that many perfons did 
not baptize in this manner, before, as well 
as after, the council of Nice, is evident from 
the decrees of that council^ and other pro- 
ceedings 
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ccedings of a fimilar nature ; and this was 
the foundation of the different treatment of 
thofe who were called heretics, when they 
returned into the bofoni of the church. 
For if they had been baptised in the ufual 
form, their baptifm was deemed to be valid^ 
how heretical focver the church had been 
in which they had received it ; but if they 
had not been baptized in that particular 
form, it was decreed that they fhould be re- 
baptized. 

In what manner the unitarians, who dif- 
approved of the conimon form, did baptize 
their catechumens, does not clearly appear. 
But it fhould feem that fome pf them bap-* 
tized in the name of Chriji only, and others 
into the death of Cbrift^ which they pro-: 
bably adopted from that expreflion of the 
apoflle Paul. It appears from Bafil, th^t 
** fome held that it was fufficient to 
*' baptize in the nom^ of Chrift*."' And 
the canons which arc afcribed to the 
apoflles ordered that ** if any bifhop did 
** not ufe trine immerfion, but baptized 

De Sp. S. cap. 12. Opera, vol. 2. p* 3I5» 

** only 



» ... 

Chap. XIX. iy tie Unitarians. J^^t 

" only into the death of Chrift, h^ (houM 
'' be depofed* .*• 

The Eunomians, Theodoret fays, bap* 
tized in this form, iand alfo did not imtTjefle 
the whole body, but only a'pplied the water 
to certain parts of it -f*. 

According to Athanafius, all the unita- 
rians did not objedt to the common farm of 
baptifm ; for, he fays, both the Manicheans 
and Paulas Samofa^tenfis baptised in >thc 
common form J. But they muft in general 
have difliked that form; becaufeit was de- 
cxQcd at the council of Nice, that the Paulia^ 
nlfts, returning to the church, fhould be 
rebapti^ed §. Auftin alfo fays, that ^'the 

(Ftco^ ETTiiB'Ktan^ aT^Ka. cy ^TflicxfAa tig rw ^avcikv ra hu^h ^iSbfuvor^ 
jtaQai^etar^i). Zonaras, p. 26. Canon 50. 
-f- Mn xpTVOiXeyttv r^ig xothciveiv rov ^onTfliioyLem^ fin h Tmuffioi 

to^ig fjLo^ioi; m cmfxcclo; ug evayso't v^fffeftiv to vioif aTrayofeim' 
€af. ' Haer. Fab. lib. 4. Opera, vpl.4. p. 356. Ed Halse. 

J Oiflfti Mavixaio^ «} ^^puyeg )^ ot T}iXafM(T<xle6>;pux^ai^ r» 
ovofjuxla Myovle;^ «3kv iprlov imv cufilpcot* Contra Arianos, Or, 
3. Opera, vol. i. ti. 413. 

§ Tlspi rav Hai/Xuxviffovlav ztia vpoafvyovlojv r»i HOf^oT^Ha SMM?\ah 
eta opoi iJiUMcu oaaSa'jfli^ta^M aulug e^avavl^. Canon -ig. 
Zonaras, p* 64. 

** Pauliana 
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** Paulians were ordered to be rebaptized 
•* by the council of Nice ; from which," he 
fays, ** it is evident, that they did not ob- 
** ferve the rule of baptifm, which many 
" heretics, though they left the catholic 
** church, did *•'* Pope Innocent alfo 
would not receive the Paulianills without 
baptizing, ** becaufe they did not baptize 
** in the name of the Father, the Son, and 
•* the Spirit, as the Novatians did+/' 

* Iftos fane Paullanos baptizandos efle in ecclefia catho- 
lica Nicaeno concilio conftitutum eft. Unde credendum eft 
eos regulam baptifmatis non tenere, quam fecum multi 
hxretici cum de catholica difcederent abftulerunt, eamque 
cuftodiunt. Catalogus Haer. Opera, vol. 6. p, 30. 

i Unde prxdidtus papa Innocentius, cum de duabus 
haereiibus Paulianiftis videlicet, et Novatianiftis commu- 
niter difputaret, cur a Paulianillis venientes baptizandos 
eflfe decerneret, a Novatianis autem funditus prohibcret, 
caufam his reddidit verbis, dicens : quia Paulianiftae, in- 
quit, in nomine patris, et filii, et fpiritus fan^ minime 
baptizantur, nee apud iftos, videlicet Novatianos, de uni- 
tate patris et iilii, et fpiritus fandi quaeftio aliquando mo. 
ta eft. Damiani Epift. cap. 23. Bib. pat. App. p. 634. 

Paulianiftae in nomine patris et filii et fpiritus £m£U 
minime baptizabant. At Novatiani iifdem nominibus 
tremendis vinerandifque baptizant, nee apud ipfos de unt- 
tate poteftatis divinae, hoc eft et patris, et filii, et fpiritug 
fan£ti, aliquando quaeftio commota eft. Epift. P. Inno* 
centie ad Macedoniae Epifcopos, Apud Binnii Concilia, 
vol. I. p. 620. 

At 



